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The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, JUNE 20, 1891. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Justice Vavenan WItiiAMs will not continue the heari 
of chancery actions after Tuesday next; the 23rd inst., unti 
after his return from circuit, when it is understood he will 
resume and complete the disposal of the cases remaining in his 
list. 





Dvurinc THE absence of Mr. Burney, the chief clerk of Mr. 
Justice Cuirry, by reason of his prolonged illness, Mr. R. J. 
Vittrers, of the fem of Unirrnorye, Currie, & Viiurers, has 
been appointed to act as his deputy. Mr. Virtiers is a 
gentleman of wide experience in the practice of the Chancery 
Division, and is perfectly capable of orming his temporary 
duties with credit to himself and satisfaction to the profession. 





Tue masters of the Queen’s Bench Division are so short- 
handed that they are unable to supply a member of their body 
to attend all the courts now sitting. The judges of Court of 
Appeal No. 2 have therefore requested the Chancery registrars 
to attend in that court during the hearing of Queen’s Bench 
appeals, which they will Peary do, taking notes of the 
decisions and transmitting them to the masters. 





A TRANSFER of 130 witness actions for hearing or trial only 
from the lists of Mr. Justice Currry, Mr. Justice Norra, Mr. 
Justice Srrrtine, and Mr. Justice Kexewicu will shortly take 
place. The titles of actions from which these 130 will be 
selected are exhibited in room 136 at the Royal Courts, and any- 
one desiring to raise an objection to the transfer must do so 
before the office closes this day (Saturday). 





For THE THIRD time the Government Public Trustee Bill 
has been withdrawn, there being, as Mr. W. H. Sairn 
observed, ‘‘an indication of opposition, which will require 
some time to dispose of.” He added that it was a measure 
which ‘‘ undoubtedly ought to be reintroduced at the earliest 
a period and passed into law.” A good deal may happen 

re next session, and perhaps, among other unexpected and 
startling events, we may learn that the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society have at last made up their minds as to the 
course to be taken with regard to this measure. 





AMONG THE OTHER massacred measures is the Evidence in 
Criminal Cases Bill, which Mr. W. H. Saurrn “ was informed” 
“lawyers of all classes, opinions, and ranks believe” to be “a 
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most desirable measure,” but which he was also told was 
‘‘strenuously opposed.” Hv» took occasion to solemnly admonish 
the reprobates who venture to question the expediency of a 
change the effect of which its author has bluntly avowed as 
being that an inference of guilt would be drawn where a 
person refused to give evidence on his own behalf. ‘The re- 
sponsibility,” Mr. W. H. Smirn said, “for delay in effecting a 
a om Mer a in the law—an improvement greatly desired 
y all who wish to exercise judicial duties and to perfect judicial 
functions—must rest with those who are postponing a great 
snag improvement.” For our own part we shall very cheerfully 
ear our small share of the responsibility of the postponement 
of the abrogation of the law under which we have hitherto lived, 
and which considers a person to be innocent until he is proved to 


be guilty. 


On Wepyespay an application was made to Mr. Justice 
Curry to restore to the list of chamber summonses a summons 
which had come on for hearing on Monday and had been struck 
out. The solicitor of one of the parties had alone attended in 
chambers, and had asked that the hearing might be adjourned 
for a week. Mr. Justice Currry said it frequently happened 
that when summonses were before him in chambers some of those 
parties who ought to appear before him failed to attend. In one 
case not even a solicitor’s clerk attended, and he was kept wait- 
ing doing nothing for half an hour. He was not now speaking 
so much of inconvenience to himself, although the result was 
that he had to read the papers a second time. The non-attend- 
ance he was complaining of caused general inconvenience, and 
also expense and delay. 








Mrs. Carucart’s case, which is being tried by a special jury 
before one of the Masters in Lunacy, but is apparently likely to 
be settled, illustrates an observation we made some little time 
ago on one of the peculiarities of the existing lunacy law. Mrs. 
Catucart was first confined in an institution for lunatics under 
an urgency order supported by the proper medical testimony. 
From the reports in the daily papers we gather that some of her 
friends questioned her lunacy, but there were then no means of 
getting the question of lunacy tried by a jury. Shortly after- 
wards a petition for an inquisition was presented, when the 
alleged lunatic has a right to demand a jury, a demand which 
must be granted if, in the opinion of the judge in lunacy, the 
alleged lunatic is mentally capable of making the request. The 
anomaly in the lunacy law appears to be that it is only upon a 

ition for an inquisition that the lunatic has a right to a jury. 
Mrs. Carucart had remained confined under the ordinary 
edure, as distinguished from the procedure upon a petition 

or an inquisition, she would have had great difficulty in bring- 
ing her case before a jury. We observe, by the way, that the 
daily papers uniformly speak of Mr. Butwer, Q.C., the Master 
who is presiding over the inquiry, as the Commissioner. The 

issioners in Lunacy are quite distinct from the Masters. 





WE REFERRED last week to the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal in Low v. Bouverie, but the importance of the dictum of 
Linviey, L.J., that trustees are under no duty to answer in- 
— as to the existence of incumbrances, seems to justify a 

er allusion to it. This dictum, of course, is in opposition to 
currently received notions, and is hardly to be reconciled with 
the authorities. The practice of completing an assignment of 
an = interest by giving notice to the trustees rests upon 
the decision in Dearle v. Hall (3 Russ. 1), which settled that, as 
between successive assignees, the later one will gain priority if 
he is first to give the notice. But this is merely an incidental 
effect of the notice where the first assignee has been negligent. 
The ordinary effect, as Piumzr, M.R., pointed out in that case, 
is to convert the holders of the fund into trustees for the assignee, 
and to prevent the cestui que trust from carrying the same security 
into the market again and getting other persons to advance 
money upon it. So, too, in Ez parte Boulton (1 De G. & J., at p. 
178), Turner, L.J., said :—‘“‘ Notices of this description operate 
not only to prevent the property, which is the subject of the 
notice, Skt disposed of without the knowledge of the person 





by whom, or on whose behalf, the notice is given, but also to 

prevent injury to other persons from subsequent dealings with 
the property affected by the notice in ignorance of the prior 
claim upon it.” In other words, the notice is meant, not only to 
guard the fund in the interest of the assignee who gives 
it, but, further, to be a warning to other — assignees, 
Thus it is recognized that they will make inquiry of the 
trustee, and will be informed by him of the existence of 
the notice. And this consequence of the principle was stated 
explicitly by Kinprrstey, V.C., in Browne v. Savage (4 Drew., 
at p. 639). After alluding to the above dictum of Turner, L.J., 
he said, in reference to subsequent assignees: ‘‘ Such persons 
have no means of ascertaining whether any prior assignments, 
or charges, have been created but by applying for information 
to the trustees, who must, for their own security, give correct 
information when inquiry is made of them, whether they have 
had notice of any prior assignments affecting their trust pro- 
perty.”” Upon this authority Lewin bases the rule (8th ed., p., 
704) that the assignee, as the implied agent of the cestui gue 
trust, has a right to require all necessary information, and that 
if the trustee refuses to answer an inquiry as to a previous in- 
cumbrance, he will be liable for any consequent loss. To the 
above authorities may be added West of England Bank vy. 
Bachelor (30 W. R. 364), where Fry, J., again pointed out that 
one object of the notice is to prevent frauds upon third persons. 





THESE CASES, then, recognize that the first assignee ought to 
give notice, that subsequent intending assignees will make 
inquiry of the trustee, and that the trustee by answering it will 
prevent a fraud upon them ; and there is no hint that there is 
any impropuiety in the cestui gue trust dealing with his interest 
provided all the assignees have notice of prior incumbrances. 
On the other hand, Lord Justice Linney deals with the matter 
on the footing that such assignments are necessarily improper. 
The duty of a trustee, he says, is to keep the trust property safe, 
to pay the corpus and the income to the persons entitled, and to 
answer inquiries as to the mode in which he himself has dealt 
with it. “It is no part of the duty of a trustee to assist his 
cestui que trust in selling or mortgaging his beneficial interest, 
and in squandering or anticipating his fortune.” But this seems 
to be simply an extension of the idea of restraint upon anticipa- 
tion. Hitherto, except in the case of settlements thus made in 
favour of married women, there has been exactly the same 
power to alienate equitable interests as legal. But when once 
this new doctrine has become known, and when trustees choose 
to act upon it by uniformly refusing to give information, 
an equitable interest will become incapable of assign- 
ment. Lord Justice Liypizy says that the assignee can 
inquire of the cestui que trust, but how is this to 
be reconciled with the above statements that one object 
of notice to the trustee is to prevent frauds by the cestui que 
trust ? Why have any investigation of title at all if it is suffi- 
cient for a purchaser to rely upon the word of the vendor? 
Either, then, it must be recognized that a cestui que trust has no 
right to deal with his beneficial interest unless the trustee 
chooses to help him, or, in accordance with the hitherto pre- 
vailing practice, the trustee must be prepared to answer 
inquiries. With due deference to Linptey, L.J., it may be 
urged that it is no part of the trustee’s business to protect 
the cestut que trust against himself, and it is a great assump- 
tion to suppose that every cestui que trust who executes an 
assignment is squandering his property. It may not be that 
a trustee is bound to answer directly ‘‘ Aye” or ‘‘No” to an 
inquiry. It may be prudent for him to return a guarded 
answer, as by saying that he has no notice of an incumbrance 
among his documents. But the matter wquid seem to require 
further discussion before it can be said that he is entitled to 
refuse information altogether. 





Tue atrempr of the Registrar of Joint-Stock Companies, 
acting under the direction of the Board of Trade, to put a stop 
to the device for the conversion of partnerships into private 
companies, which has been so extensively adopted in recent 
years, has failed. The scheme, which will be familiar to many 
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of our readers, consists in the partners executing a deed con- 
stituting themselves an unincorporated company, into the joint 
stock of which they agree to bring all the assets of the partner- 
ship business. A sufficient number of shares in the unincor- 
porated company are transferred to bring the number of share- 
holders up to seven, and then the company is registered as a 
company limited by shares, under Part 7 of the Companies Act, 
1862 ; section 180 of which authorizes the registration of ‘any 
company hereafter formed in pursuance of any Act of Parlia- 
ment other than this Act, or of letters patent, or being a com- 
pany engaged in working mines within and subject to the 
jurisdiction of the Stannaries, or being otherwise duly constituted 
by law.” On the registration of the company, under Part 7, 
section 193 of the Companies Act, 1862, all the property of the 
unincorporated company vests in the incorporated company. 
The result of this ingenious device is that ad valorem stamp duty 
is saved: the deed constituting the unincorporated company, 
being a mere partnership agreement, requires only a 10s. stamp ; 
and the subsequent conveyance to the unincorporated company, 
being a conveyance pursuant to such partnership agreement, is 
not a ‘‘ conveyance on sale,” and also requires only a 10s. stamp. 
The contentions for the registrar in the recent case were (1) that 
the partnership constituted by the deed purporting to constitute 
the unincorporated company was not a “‘company” at all; (2) 
that it was not a company “ duly constituted by law” within 
that section ; and (3) that the partnership, in the case before 
the court, was not a bond fide partnership and had no object but 
that of winding up the firm of Allen & Co. The court rejected 
all these contentions. The most important of them was that the 
unincorporated company was not ‘duly constituted by law.” 
It does not appear to have been contended that at common law 
a joint-stock company cannot be constituted by deed; and we 
believe that no decision can be found that a joint-stock com- 
pany, with transferable shares, and not incorporated by charter 
or Act of Parliament, is illegal at common law, though there are 
old dicta tending in that direction. The contention, we presume, 
was that such a company is not ‘duly constituted by law” 
within the words of section 180, following other words describ- 
ing companies formed under Acts or letters patent. The court, 
however, were clearly of opinion that an unincorporated com- 
pany constituted in the manner above described was ‘‘ duly con- 
stituted by law.” 





Ir 1s A well-settled rule that where the owner of an estate 
pays off a charge upon it, so that, under ordinary circumstances, 
the charge would be extinguished, this result will not follow 
where an intention on the part of the owner to keep it alive is 
expressed, or can be implied; and the decision of Srin.ive, J., 
in Re Pride (39 W. R. 471) is an interesting application of the 
doctrine. The intention to keep the charge alive is frequently 
implied from the fact that the owner who pays it off has only 
a limited interest in the estate. It is implied, therefore, in 
favour of a tenant for life: Burrell v. Earl of Egremont (7 
Beay. 232), Pitt v. Pitt (22 Beav. 294). A tenant in tail, 
on the other hand, is usually classed with an owner in fee, 
since he can at any time acquire the fee, though where 
by statute he is forbidden to bar the entail, he is reckoned 
for this purpose as a limited owner (Countess of Shrews- 
bury v. Earl of Shrewsbury, 3 Bro. C. C. 120), and so, too, 
where an ownership in fee is liable to be defeated by an 
executory devise: Drinkwater v. Combe (2 8. & 8. 345). If, 
however, there is no indication of intention to be drawn from 
the nature of the estate of the owner who pays off the charge, 
or from the circumstances of the transaction, then the charge 
will be extinguished. In Re Pride a person who believed 
himself to be absolutely entitled to certain property paid off a 
mortgage affecting the whole of it. At the time when he 
did this an adverse claim had been set up to a portion of the 
Peery, and an action to recover it had been already brought. 

was successful, and shortly after the mortgage was paid 
off an order displacing his title to that part of the property 
was made, This, of course, comes very near the case of an owner 
in fee whose title is liable to be defeated by an executory devise, 
and the circumstances were held by Srimuixe, J., to shew an 
intention to keep the charge alive as to the portion of the 
property affected by the adverse claim. The result is also in 





accordance with the doctrine of Forbes v. Moffatt (18 Ves. 384), 
that where no intention is expressed the court will consider 
what is most for the advantage of the person paying the charge, 
a doctrine which can be brought into harmony with the _— 
rule as to the court following the intention by saying that an 
intention will be presumed in accordance with the advantage of 
the party. 





THE OLD RULE that a gift which can take effect as a contingent 
remainder must necessarily be so construed, and not as an 
executory devise, has caused quite enough trouble in its time, 
and probably no harm would have been done had the statute 
40 & 41 Vict. c. 33, which practically abolished it as to 
limitations in instruments executed after 1877, been made retro- 
spective. As it is, there will still occasionally be cases in which 
it will operate, and it would be fortunate if its application could 
be excluded as successfully as in the recent case of Dean v. Dean 
before Mr. Justice Currry. There the limitation was to A. for 
life, and then to such of the children of A. as should, either 
before or after his death, attain the age of twenty-one years. 
At first sight it looks as though children who attain twenty-one 
after the death of the tenant for life must be excluded, and so 
Hatt, V.C., held with regard to a similar limitation in Brackenbury 
v. Gibbons (2 Ch. D. 417). Of several children two had attained 
twenty-one when the particular estate determined, and it was 
held that the others, who attained that age subsequently, had 
merely contingent remainders which failed. This decision was 
given on the principle that, in accordance with the rule in ques- 
tion, the fact that a gift could take effect as a remainder 
excluded the possibility of its being treated as an executory 
devise. But in Re Lechmere and Lloyd (18 Ch. D. 524) Jesset, 
M.R., detected the fallacy here involved. The limitation in 
favour of children attaining twenty-one after the death of the 
tenant for life could not take effect as a contingent remainder, 
for if so treated it must necessarily, by its very terms, fail. 
Hence, as the limitation must have been intended to have some 
effect, it was reasonable to say that effect ought to be given to it 
in the only possible way—viz., by treating it as an executory 
devise. Kay, J., applied the same method of reasoning in Miles 
v. Jarvis (24 Ch. D. 633) to a limitation, after the death of the 
tenant for life, in favour of all the children of a third person 
living at such death or thereafter to be born, so as to allow 
those subsequently born to participate, and these later authorities 
have now been followed by Curry, J., in preference to Bracken- 
bury v. Gibbons, in the recent case before him. 





In Court of Ap No. 2 on Saturday last a slight diversion 
of the business took place by reason of a disappointed suitor 
standing up and attempting to address the court. The appli- 
cant was evidently known to the judges, and Lord Justice 
LrnvLEy, who was presiding, said: “Is that D—— vy. R——? 
We can’t listen to you.” Applicant: ‘‘But, my lords——” 
Lord Justice Liyptey: “ We have already told you we can’t 
give you leave to appeal.” Applicant: ‘ But, my lords——” 
Lord Justice Livpiey : ‘‘ Sit down I say, sit down or leave the 
court.” (To the Usher) ‘‘Send for a constable.” Subsequently 
the two ushers with gentle force persuaded the applicant to leave, 
but, by way of a parting shot, he fired off a short speech, of 
which the word “ diabolical” was the only one audible. 





TAXATION OF BILLS OF COSTS AFTER PAYMENT. 


By sections 37 and 41 of the Solicitors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. 
c. 73), a bill of costs cannot be taxed after the expiration of 
twelve months from delivery, or after payment, unless there are 
special circumstances which make such acourse proper. Section 
37, which deals with the former case, forbids taxation, “ except 
under special circumstances, to be proved to the satisfaction of 
the court or judge to whom the application is made”; and 
section 41, dealing with the latter, enacts that payment of the 
bill shall not preclude the court or ju from ordering a 
taxation, “if the special circumstances of the case shall, in the 
opinion of the court or judge, appear to require the same.” 

The phrase “ special circumstances” is, of course, indeter- 
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minate; and what circumstances are to be included will vary 
according to the opinion of the judge who has to decide upon 
them. Hence the earlier decisions shewed a natural tendency 
to lay down some definite rule for guidance, and overcharge, 
combined with pressure or with fraud, was suggested as 
essential to bring a case within the statute. In Ae Barrow 
(17 Beav. 547), in 1853, Romitty, M.R., said that the cases laid 
down the rule that there must be pressure on the person paying, 
and overcharges in the bill, or else that there should be items in 
the bill “‘of such a nature as to amount to what is somewhat 
vaguely called fraud.” As to what will constitute pressure, 
there have been numerous decisions, and in Re Pugh (32 Beay., 
at p. 175), Rommzy, M.R., said shortly that it was pressure 
when a client was practically obliged to pay a bill of costs 
without having an opportunity of inspecting and examining it. 
In the subsequent case of Re Newman (L. R. 2 Ch., at p. 710) he 
reiterated this view, and said that he had always been of 
opinion that where a bill was delivered at the time of the trans- 
action, or only a few hours before, and the solicitor declined to 
complete unless he was paid, that amounted to pressure, because 
a Eg the completion might be a very serious thing. And 

LT, L.J., in affirming the decision in this case, said : ‘“ If a bill 
is produced at the last moment, and reasonable facility for taxa- 
tion is refused after an opportunity for taxation has been asked 
for, and looking at the bill there appears to be a substantial 
ground for taxation, the taxation after payment ought to be 
allowed.” 

And, apart from pressure, the idea that overcharges may -be 
so as to amount to what Romitiy, M.R., acknowledged to 
be but vaguely called fraud has been found useful. This, of 
course, was in accordance with the practice of courts of equity to 
denounce as fraudulent any conduct of which they strongly dis- 
approved, and so to bring it more easily within their jurisdiction. 
Gross overcharge might well in itself have been held to be a 

ial circumstance authorizing taxation within the statute, but 
if it could also be denominated as fraudulent then there was a 
clear ground for the intervention of the court. Atthe same time 
this was a way of saying that mere overcharge, even though 
excessive, was not to be regarded as a special circumstance, and in 
Re Elmslie & Co. (Li. R. 16 Eq. 326) Bacon, V.C., refused to order a 
taxation, on the ground that he failed to find anything fraudu- 
lent in the fact that the solicitor, in making his charges, had 
taken a view somewhat too favourable to his own interest. So, 
too, in Re Lacey §& Son (32 W. R. 233, 25 Ch. D. 301) mere over- 
charge was not allowed to be a special circumstance authoriz- 
ing taxation after payment, and Corroy, L.J., enunciated the rule 
on which the court acted in the following terms: ‘‘ After payment 
special circumstances are requisite to authorize taxation, and 
these special circumstances must be pressure and manifest over- 
charges, or overcharges so gross as to amount to fraud.” 

In the case before him there was no pressure, for, though 
the completion had been accelerated six weeks in order to 
suit the purchaser’s convenience, the bill of costs was de- 
livered nearly a fortnight before the date for completion 
as thus altered. ‘‘The cases nearest to the present,” said 
Corroyx, L.J., ‘‘ are cases where the bill was not delivered till 
the time of completion, but that is a very different state of 
things. If, when parties are met to complete, the bill is for 
the first time produced, and the solicitor refuses to allow the 
matter to proceed unless it is paid, that is pressure, but the case 
is quite different when sufficient time has been allowed to con- 
sider the bill.” Moreover, although the charges were too high, 
yet this was due to the fact that they were, under a mistake 
of law, made out on the wrong scale. There was nothing here 
to raise a suggestion of fraud, and consequently, in accordance 
with the rule above quoted, there was no ground for directing 
a taxation. 

But in the same case there were already signs that the 
rule was not destined to long continuance, and Lixpiey, 
LJ., although he agreed with the result of Corroy, L.J.’s 
judgment, designedly made no attempt to define what were 
sufficient special circumstances to authorize a taxation. In Re 
Boycott (29 Ch. D. 571) a more pronounced stand against it was 
made by Bowes, I..J. In this case mortgagees were proceeding 
to sell, when the mortgagor obtained a transfvree of the mortgage, 
and arranged a day for completion of the transfer. Shortly 








afterwards the mortgagees’ solicitor delivered a bill of costs for 
£450, to which objection was taken on behalf of the mortgagor, 
and which, upon the completion of the transfer four days later, 
was paid under protest. Corron, L.J., relied again on the 
rule which he had previously laid down, saying that the judge 
was not at liberty to go at large into special circumstances 
merely because he thought that justice would be done by order- 
ing a taxation; but he added the rider that pressure did not exist 
where the necessity for a speedy completion did not arise from 
the act of the solicitor delivering the bill. ‘‘If,” he said, ‘the 
party liable to pay chooses for his own purposes to limit so 
short a time for completion that the bill cannot be investigated 
before payment, he must take the consequences.” 

It may be doubted whether this is altogether fair to the party 
liable to pay the bill, since, as was pointed out in Re Newman 
(supra), it may be of the utmost importance to him to secure a 
speedy completion; but though the decision, by which a taxa- 
tion was refused, was concurred in by Fry, L.J., Bowen, 
L.J., saw in the above facts special circumstances within the 
meaning of the statute, regardless of the question whether 
there was or was not pressure. He admitted that judges 
who sat in courts of first instance might well lay down 
rules for their guidance in the exercise of their discretion, 
and that the rule in question, though not exhaustive, was 
probably a good working rule sufficient for most cases; yet 
it was improper to press it too far, and thus to restrict the phrase 
‘‘ special circumstances,” which the Legislature had left inde- 
finite. ‘‘ Special circumstances, I think, are those which appear 
to the judge so special and exceptional as to justify taxation. I 
think no court has a right to limit the discretion of another 
court, though it may lay down principles which are useful as a 
guide in the exercise of its own discretion.” A similar view 
had, indeed, beén taken by Rott, L.J., in Re Vewman (supra), 
where he said that it was impossible to lay down a general rule 
on the subject. 

And the reasoning of Bowen, L.J., in Re Boycott was un- 
hesitatingly adopted by the Court of Appeal in Re Norman (34 
W. R. 313, 16 Q. B. D. 673). In that case there was no pres- 
sure, nor was it suggested that there were overcharges 
amounting to fraud, but the charges were very large, and 
required explanation, and with regard to one item it was clear 
that a gross blunder had been committed. These were circum- 
stances which might be expected to induce the court to depart 
from the strict rule as laid down by Corron, L.J., and this was 
accordingly done. It was admitted, of course, that pressure 
and overcharge, or overcharge amounting to fraud, were 
*‘ special circumstances,” but these were not the only instances 
in which a bill might be referred to taxation, and the decision 
of this question was one for the discretion of the judge to be 
exercised upon the circumstances of each case. 

This being so, it is natural that, when such discretion 
has once been exercised, it should not be lightly interfered with 
by the Court of Appeal, and this principle was acted upon in 
the recent case of Jte Cheesman (39 W. R. 497). Here property 
in mortgage was sold by the direction of the mortgagor, who 
was absent in Australia. After the date fixed for completion, 
and when the purchaser was pressing for completion and 
threatening proceedings for specific performance, the mortgagee’s 
solicitor sent in his bill of costs, and a month later this was 
paid “under protest.” A taxation was afterwards directed by 
Kexewicu, J., the special circumstances alleged being the mort- 
gagor’s absence, the payment under protest, and the pressure 
arising from the necessity under which he lay of obtaining the 
mortgagee’s concurrence. But the Court of Appeal doubted, 
and apparently with reason, whether these were sufficient 
for the purpose. As the solicitor was carrying out the sale on 
behalf of the mortgagor the absence of the latter was hardly 
material, and the words, “under protest,” have no effect unless 
the right of taxation is actually reserved. ‘‘ Protest,’’ said Lord 
LANnGpALE, M.R., in Re Neate (10 Beav., at p. 183), “is nothing 
unless there are other circumstances ‘which justify a taxation 
after payment. It is material only as shewing that the parties 
are inclined to quarrel with the bill.” In the present case 
Linpizy, L.J., was not prepared to say that the words meant 
nothing at all, but he thought they only rebutted the inference 
of contentment or satisfaction on the part of the person who 
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paid the bill, and that they amounted to saying, ‘! If we can tax, 
we will.” And as to the alleged pressure, this was hardly con- 
sistent with the fact that a month was allowed to elapse between 
the delivery of the bill and payment. Still, as there were cir- 
cumstances upon which Krexewicu, J., was entitled in the exer- 
cise of his discretion to direct taxation, and also as the amount 
in question was small, only some £40, the Court of Appeal 
declined to interfere with his decision. 





REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF TRUSTS. 


Tue LAW RELATING TO TRUSTS AND TRUSTEES. By HENRY GODE- 
Fro, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Srconp Epririon. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

In the present edition Mr. Godefroi has gone considerably beyond 
the bounds which he originally set himself. The first edition was 
entitled ‘‘ A Digest of Principles,” and was an attempt to set before 
the profession in as concise a form as possibie the principles under- 
lying the law of trusts. The object aimed at was condensation and 
the elimination of matters of comment and criticism. In the present 
edition it would be wrong to say that there is no condensation, for 
the plan of simply referring to authorities at variance with the 
statements in the text is carried somewhat inconveniently far, and the 
author still seems to avoid comment and criticism. But there is no 
longer any design of confining the work to a statement of principles, 
and the whole subject of trusts is treated in full detail. The result is 
undoubtedly a work of great utility, and, if it is not one to which 
the practitioner will turn for help on doubtful points, it will at least 
put him in possession of the materials for forming his own ju ent ; 
and this, it seems to us, is the chief value of the book. The chapters 
have been carefully arranged, and the effect of the cases is clearly 
and correctly stated. But with a subject so extensive, and de i 
on so many authorities, it is scarcely possible to do more than indicate 
generally the law and leave the reader to follow out his inquiries for 
himself. With Mr. Godefroi’s book at hand for reference he will find 
little difficulty in doing this. It may be noticed that the statement, 
at page 673, that trustees are bound to answer correctly inquiries 
made of them as to the existence of incumbrances on the trust pro- 
perty, will now require modification. Doubtless, if they answer at 
all, they will do well to answer correctly, since, though relieved from 
any claim on the ground of misrepresentation, they may find them- 
selves hit by the doctrine of estoppel ; but, according to the judgment 
of Lindley, L.J., in Low v. Bouverie, they are not bound to answer 
such inquiries at all. Mr. Godefroi has spared no pains in collecting 
his material, or in putting it into such a form as to be readily 
available, and his book will be found to be a reliable guide to the 
subject of which it treats. 


THE PUBLICATIONS OF THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


Serect Crvin Peas. Vo.tume I., a.p. 1200—1203. Edited for 
the Selden Society by Wittiam Paey BatLpon. Bernard 
Quaritch. 


This volume, the third which has been issued by the society, is a 
companion to the one recently edited by Professor Maitland, and 
which contained select pleas of the Crown for A.D. 1200 and subse- 
quent years. The great majority of the cases relate, as might be 
expected, to real property, and illustrate the various forms of real 
actions. But occasionally one is to be found in which the plaintiff 
is seeking to recover a debt. In case 146 a claim is made for fifty 
shillings for salmon and other fish which the plaintiff's father had 
delivered to the defendant, and as evidence of the debt a tally is 
produced. In case 174 the plaintiff is a vintner, and demands 
against Ralph, the priest, thirty-six shillings and fourpence for wine 
supplied. Ralph compromises the matter by an agreement to pa. 
the sum by instalments. In case 38 judgment for a debt had already 
been recovered in the county court, but the defendant tries to escape 
by alleging that the record is false. Of this, however, he pro- 
duces no proof before the justices of the bench, and is naturally 
condaamiel to pay the debt and to be in mercy. Some of the 
cases shew the strictness of the old rules of pleading. In case 
31 the word ‘ sororum” was inserted in the writ instead of 
*“sociorum,” so that it appeared to be made out in the name 
of the Abbot of Tewkesbury and his sisters of the eyre. The 
plaintiff went without a day, but leave was given him to issue another 
writ. Apparently the dates of accession of the kings were not a 
matter of judicial recognition. In case 76 the defendant and his 
heirs were adjudged to hold the land in for ever, because the 
eee, who claimed from the time of King Henry the grandfather, 

ad not named in his pleading the year and day in which that 
sovereign was ‘‘ quick and dead.” In case 156 an attempt is made 








to set up a presumption of death after seven years’ absence, but 
without success. And in case 190, where a great part of the county 
testified that an individual had not been seen for twenty years past, 
and therefore it was believed that he was dead, the matter was 
reserved for discussion by the council. In another instance, case 87, 
the king is to be consulted, and it frequently happens that the 
justices reserve a point for further consideration or assistance. But, 
m case 205, curiously enough, where the judgment is said to be 
obvious, the parties are di to appear again, in order that the 
justices may try to effect an t between them. In case 16 
occurs an instance of seisin being given “ cultellum fractum.” 
This mode of investiture by the broken knife was rare in " 
but Mr. Baildon, at page xv. of the Introduction, gives several 
examples of its use on the Continent. The work which he has under- 
taken has been done with care and accuracy, and students of the 
early forms of actions will find much in it to interest them. The 
original form of the records has been printed as well as the transla- 
tion, so that the book affords a useful exercise in reading the old 
contractions, 





THE WINDING UP OF COMPANIES. 


THE PRACTICE AND ForRMS IN WINDING UP ComPANIES. A CoNn- 
CISE AND PRACTICAL TREATISE UPON THE LAW AND PRACTICE 
RELATING TO THE WINDING UP OF COMPANIES FROM THE Com- 
MENCEMENT OF THE WINDING-UP PROCEEDINGS TO DISSOLUTION, 
WITH A CHAPTER ON ReEconstTRUCTION, &c. By ALFRED EMDEN, 
Barrister-at-Law. FourtH Epirion. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

The introduction of the new procedure in winding up must have 
made the preparation of a fresh edition of this well-known book no 
light task, but it has been grappled with and successfully accom- 
plished by the author. In general arrangement the work remains 
the same, and, as in previous editions, the subject is treated with 
great clearness. Outwardly, however, there is a startling change, 
and, presumably because Mr. Buckley has blossomed out from sober 
brown to red, Mr. Emden now abandons the latter colour for a bright 
blue. The courts of the Chancery Division will henceforth be agree- 
ably variegated with the books white, red, and blue. In addition to 
the treatise proper, which occupies rather more than half the volume, 
and which d minutely with the incidents in the winding up of 
companies from the presentation of the petition oawards, all the forms 
in winding up are given, and there is a very full appendix of statutes 
and rules. ughout these the author has introduced numerous 
references to the earlier part of the book, and has spared no pains to 
facilitate its use. Moreover, in connection with the Winding-up Act 
of last year and the rules made thereunder, which are intended to 
assimilate the practice in winding up to that in bankruptcy, he has 
very usefully given references to the corresponding sections and rules 
in bankruptcy. We have no doubt that this edition will be found as 
acceptable as its predecessors. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Digest of the Law of Bills of Exchange, Promissory Notes, 
Cheques, and Negotiable Securities. By His Honour Judge 
CuaLMERS. Fourth Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Treatise on the Law of Bills of Exchange, Promissory Notes, 
Bank Notes, and Cheques. By the Rt. Hon. Sir Joun BARNARD 
Byes. The Fifteenth Edition. By MavuricE BARNARD ByYLEs and 
ARCHIE KirRKMAN Loyp, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 


At the sitting of the admiralty branch of the Probate Division, in which Sir 
Charles Butt, the President, took his seat on Monday, there was a large 
attendance of the bar to welcome his lordship back to his court after an 
absence from it of several weeks, during which he was under medical 
treatment at Wiesbaden, with, it is understood, a satisfactory resvlt. 
When his lordship came upon the bench, the Attorney-General rose with 


Y | the other barristers present, and in their name said :—Will your lordship 


permit me to express, on behalf of every member of the bar practising in 
this division of the High Court, the pleasure we feel in seeing you back on 
that bench and in now bidding you welcome? We beg further to express 
our hope that your ayy: Ae J long be spared to continue to render your 
judicial assistance to the efficient administration of justice in this country. 
The President said: Mr. Attorney,—The expression of good feeling and 
kindness towards me, to which you have just given utterance, not 
fail to be, as it is, exceedingly gratifying and consoling. In one point of 
view it was unnecessary, because I had already received so much kindly 
assistance from my friends of the profession as to convince me that I might 
assume, without ce, that I enjoyed their esteem. Indeed I am 
fully sensible of this, that for the last two years without their encourage- 
ment and support I could not have discharged the duties of my office, I 
will not say satisfactorily, for I must not assume that I have done so, 
but with so little prejudice to the interest of the public. I thank you most 
sincerely, one an’ , for the feelings which you have expressed in such 
indly terms. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
REG. v. MAYOR, &c., OF LIVERPOOL—No. 1, 16th June. 
Practice—Manpamvus—Ricut or Apriicint To APPEAR IN PERSON. 


This was an appeal by the Rev. J. Kelly from the order of a divisional 
court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Mathew, J.) discharging a rule nisi for a 
mandamus to the Mayor and Corporation of: Liverpool to appoint an organist 
to St. George’s Church in that city. Mr. Kelly appeared in person in 
support of the appeal, and objection was taken that an application for a 
mandamus must be made in every case by counsel, and not by a party in 
person. It was stated that the objection had been suggested by the Lord 
Chief Justice in the court below, and that counsel had then been instructed 
by the appellant. Mr. Kelly contended that the rule of practice obtained 
before the Judicature Acts, by which for the first time appeals on questions 
of mandamus could be brought to this court, and that, therefore, it applied 
only to the Queen’s Bench Division, and not to the Court of Appeal. He 
further urged that the rule might be waived under special circumstances, 
and that such circumstances existed in this case. 

_ Tue Court (Lorzs and Kay, L JJ.) held the objection good, and ad- 
ourned the case in order to enable Mr. Kelly to instruct counsel. Lopss, 

.J., said that the rule had been a rule of practice since 1819. It was laid 
down in Ex parte Wason (10 B. & S. 580) that an application for a mandamus 
must be made by means of counsel. The reason was that the right to be 
enforced by the writ must be of a public and not of a private nature, and 
that reason applied equally to an appeal against the refusal of the writ. 
The Court of Appeal on such an appeal being before them had to say 
whether they would grant the writ or not. Kay, L.J., concurred.— 
po Forbes Lankester. Soxuscrtor, F. Venn, for G. J. Atkinson, Liver- 
pool. 

REG. v. JUSTICES OF SWANSEA—No. 1, 12th June. 


Licenstne Acts—Bger-novse—Licence to ‘‘New Tenant” ror LApsED 
PERIOD UP TO ENSUING OctonER 10—Sgconp ApPLIcaTION FoR SIMILAR 
ee or Justices—Licenstnc Act, 1828 (9 Geo. 4, c. 

s 
, 8. 14. 


In August, 1890, one Thomas John, the licensed tenant of a beer-house, 
omitted to apply at the General Annual Licensing Sessions, held on 
the 30th of August, for a renewal of his annual licence from the ensuing 
October 10, owing to his being about to give up possession in September. 
Upon his giving up possession one Roberts, the present appellant, came in 
as a new tenant, and applied to the special sessions for transfers, held on 
the 27th of September, for a licence to carry on the sale of beer by retail 
up to the ensuing October 10 under section 14 of the Licensing Act, 1828. 
An adjourned general session was also held on the same day, but Roberts 
neglected to make any application for a transfer and renewal to him of 
John’s annual l cence. At the subsequent special sessions on the 3rd of 
January, 1891, Roberts made another application under section 14 for a 
licence up to the 10th of October, 1891, but this the justices refused, on 
the ground that they had no further jurisdiction under section 14. Tke 
Divisional Court. (A. L. Smith and Grantham, JJ.) granted a rule for a 
mandamus, but discharged it upon cause shewn against it. 

_Tux Covrt dismissed the appeal. Lorzs, L.J., held that Roberts, upon 
his application on the 3rd of January, was no longer a new tenant within 
the meaning of section 14 of the Licensing Act, 1828, and so the justices 
had no jurisdiction to grant him a temporary licence under that section. 
He ought to have applied to the adjourned general meeting held on the 
27th of September for a renewal to him of John’s annual licence as well as 
to the —_— sessions for the intermediate licence. Kay, L.J., held that 
the neglect to apply within section 14 was on Roberts’ part, and he could 
not now take advantage of John’s omission to do so. Appeal dismissed.— 
Counset, Poland, Q.C., and Paterson; David Lewis. Soxtcrrors, Thomas 
Swansea ; Jenkin Jones, Swansea. : : 


Re THE PORTUGUESE CONSOLIDATED COPPER MINES (LIM.)—No. 2, 
15th June. 


Company — Wixpinc Ur — Coytrisvrory — Director — QvairicaTIoN 
Suares—Acavisition wirHin Reasonasie Tre. 

The question in this case was, whether a director of a company was liable 
as a contributory in respect of certain shares which had been allotted to 
him, he having purchased others to answer his qualification as director. 
The company was registered on the 22nd of October, 1888. On the 25th 
of October, 1888, Lord Inchiquin was appointed one of the directors of 
the 90 so The articles of association provided that each director should 
hold at least forty shares in the company. By the minutes of a directors’ 
meeting held on the 25th of October, 1888, it appeared that forty shares 
were then allotted to Lord Inchiquin. His name was placed on the 
register of shareholders in respect of those shares before he acted as 
director. He never applied for any shares, and he stated that he did not 
know till the company was wound up that any shares had been allotted to 
him, or that his name had been placed on the register of shareholders in 
respect of the shares allotted to him. He first acted as director by attend- 
ing a meeting of the board on the 24th of November, 1888, when he 
was elected chairman. He attended subsequent meetings, one of which 
was on the 16th of January, 1889, and another on the 18th of 
January, 1889. He acquired forty fully paid-up shares by purchase on 
the 19th of January, 1889, and they were duly transferred to him and 

in his name. On the 28th of January, 1889, he retired from the 
board of directors. North, J., held that Lord Inchiquin, having no other 








shares than the unpaid shares at the time when he first acted as director, 
and his name being on the register as the holder of those shares, must 
be taken to have had notice that. his name was on the register so as to 
bind him to take the shares. Accordingly his lordship refused to order his 
name to be removed from the list of contributories in respect of the forty 
shares which had been allotted to him on the 25th of October, 1888. 

Tue Cover (Linptey, Bowen, and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. 
Liyptey, L.J., said that he was not prepared to say, without looking into 
the authorities, that the mere circumstance that shares were standing in 
the nime of a director was notice to him of the fact that shares had been 
allotted to him. He would assume that Lord Inchiquin did not know that 
the shares were standing in his name. But he knew that it was his duty 
to qualify himself as director by taking forty shares, as required by the 
articles of association. Within what time was he bound to do so? He 
had a reasonable time. What was a reasonable time? Primdé facie he 
ought to qualify before acting as a director. But supposing that he was 
not bound to qualify before acting as a director, still he would have to do 
so within a reasonable time. In this case Lord Inchiquin began to act as 
a director on the 24th of November, 1888, about a month after he was 
appointed. Was that not a reasonable time within which he should have 
qualified by taking forty shares? But, at any rate, his lordship could not 
see why hé should not have qualified before January, 1839. It appeared 
to his lordship that a reasonable time had elapsed by the 24th of Novem- 
ber, 1888, but, if not at that date, certainly before the meetings in Janu- 
ary, 1889. No doubt, according to the authorities, it was not necessary 
for the purpose of qualification that a director should take his qualifying 
shares direct from the company, and on the 19th of January, 1889, Lord 
Inchiquin did obtain forty shares by transfer. Certainly, if he had acquired 
those forty shares within the time within which he ought to have acquired 
them, there would have been nothing to estop him from saying that he 
held the qualification shares before that reasonable time had elapsed. But 
it appeared to his lordship that Lord Inchiquin was estopped from saying 
that. The authorities on this subject were numerous, and might be sub- 
divided into cases in which the director’s name was entered on the register 
and cases in which it was not. The present case came within the former 
class. It appeared to his lordship that, having regard to the facts, it was 
impossible for Lord Inchiquin to have the register rectified and his name 
struck off the list of contributories. His lordship was of opinion that a 
reasonable time had elapsed before Lord Inchiquin acquired the forty 
shares by purchase. -Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—CounszL, Cozens- 
Hardy, Q.C., and R. C. Saunders; A. Beddall, Sortcrtoxrs, Burn § Ber- 
ridge; Albert Myers. 


LOW v. BOUVERIE—No. 2, 11th June. 


TrvsteE—E—MorrtGace By Cestvur ave Trust—Notic—E—REpPRESENTATION TO 
Morrcacee—Estrorrer—Lianinity or TRUSTEE. 

This was an appeal from the decision of North, J. (ante, p. 243). The 
plaintiff was a mortgagee of a life interest under a settlement. The 
security proved to be valueless, by reason of there being a number of 
prior charges, of which he was not aware when he made the advance. 
The object of the action was to compel the defendant, E. P. Bouverie, a 
banker, and one of the trustees of the settlement, to indemnify the 
plaintiff for the loss which he had sustained, on the ground that, on 
inquiry being made of the defendant with a view to the advance being 
made, he had represented that he did not know of any existing charges on 
the life interest other than some which he mentioned. There were in fact 
others. The mortgagor was Vice-Admiral Bouverie ; the amount advanced 
was £600; as security a charge was given on a life interest in the fund in 
question belonging to the mortgagor. A policy of insurance was also 
effected as an additional security, and the life interest was charged with 
the £600, interest, and premiums on the policy. The personal security of 
the mortgagor turned out to be of no value. He left the country, and the 
whole of the money receivable in respect of his life interest was insufficient 
to meet the prior charges. Previously to making the advance the 
plaintiff's solicitors made inquiries of the defendant. On February 22, 
1888, they wrote to him as follows :—‘‘ We are doing business with Vice- 
Admiral Bouverie, and he says you will give us information as to his 
means and position. He says he is entitled to a life interest in some 
funds held in trust under a settlement dated September 1, 1843, of which 
you are the trustee. Will you kindly tell us what these funds are, and 
whether Vice-Admiral Bouverie is still entitled to the full benefit of his 
life interest therein? We understand that he has not in any way mort- 
gaged or parted with such life interest. Is this so? Your early reply 
will oblige.’’ On the following day the defendant replied :—‘‘ In reply to 
your letter of the 22nd inst., I beg to inform you that Vice-Admiral 
Bouverie has a life interest in £5,523 6s. 3d. Metropolitan Three-and-a- 
Half per Cent. Stock, but this same life interest is charged with the 
payment of the premiums on two life policies, one of which amounts to 
£35 17s., and the other is extinct. Also it is charged with payment of 
interest for money already advanced to him to the extent of £34 per 
annum.’’ On February 25 the plaintiff’s solicitors wrot® to the defendant 
again :—‘‘ Will you kindly inform us whether you hold any mortgage, or 
know of any incumbrance, upon Vice-Admiral Bouverie’s life interest in 
the funds mentioned in your letter of the 23rd inst., or on his life interest 
under his marriage settlement? By so doing you will much oblige.’’ 
The defendant, in answer, wrote on February 27 :—‘‘ I do not see how I 
can —— myself more clearly than I did the other day in my letter to 
you. hold no mortgage from Admiral Bouverie for the charge of interest 


on money advanced to him, but this charge of interest is in the ordinary 
course of business; but the two policies of insurance, whose premiums 
now amount to £35, are mortgaged to his trustees.’’ At that time there 
were, in fact, a number of charges on” the life interest of Admiral 
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Bouverie, six of which were recited in a deed under which the defendant 
was appointed trustee, and in that way the defendant had notice of those 
charges. The fact that those charges existed was, however, not present 
to his mind at the time of writing the letters. The question was, whether, 
on the construction of the correspondence, the defendant had made a mis- 
representation, knowing the purpose for which inquiry was made of him, 
which had induced the plaintiff to advance his money, so as to render the 
defendant liable within the doctrine of Burrowes v. Lock (10 Ves. 470) to 
indemnify the plaintiff. North, J., held that the defendant was liable to 
indemnify the plaintiff. 

Tue Covrr (Linptey, Bowen, and Kay, L.JJ.) reversed the decision. 
Linpiey, L.J., said: This appeal raises several extremely important 
questions. First it is necessary to consider, what are the duties of trustees 
towards persons about to deal with their cestuis que trustent, and who, be- 
fore dealing with them, make inquiries of their trustees as to any assign- 
ments or incumbrances known to them. In Browne v. Savage (1 Drew. 
639) Kindersley, V.C., said that trustees ‘‘ must for their own security 
give correct information when inquiry is made of them whether they have 
had notice of any prior assignments affecting their trust property.’”’ Mr. 
Lewin, in his well-known work, refers to this case as an authority for the 
proposition that trustees are bound to answer such inquiries. But when 
this opinion is examined it can scarcely be supported, and if such a doc- 
trine were logically carried out it would impose very serious duties upon 
trustees. The duty of a trustee is properly to preserve the trust fund, to 
pay the income and the corpus to those who are entitled to them respec- 
tively, and to give all their cestuis que trustent on demand information with 
respect to the mode in which the trustees have dealt with the fund, and 
where it is. But it is no part of the duty of a trustee to tell his cestui que 
trust what incumbrances he has created, nor which of his incumbrancers 
have given notice of their respective charges. It is no part of the duty of 
a trustee to assist his cestui gue trust in selling or mortgaging his bene- 
ficial interest and in squandering or anticipating his fortune; and it is 
clear that a person who proposes to buy or lend money on it has no 
greater rights than the cestwi gue trust himself. There is no trust or other 
relation between a trustee and a stranger about to deal with a cestui que 
trust, and, although probably such a person in making inquiries may be 
regarded as authorized by the cestui gue trust to make them, this view of 
the stranger’s position will not give him a right to information which the 
cestui que trust himself is not entitled to demand. The trustee, therefore, 
is, in my opinion, under no obligation to answer such an inquiry. He can 
refer the person making it to the cestui que trust himself. I will next take 
the case of a trustee who answers the an inquiry. Whatin this case is the 
extent of his obligaticn? Is he bound to find out the facts; bound to 
make inquiries of his co-trustees, or of the solicitor to the trust? Or is 
his obligation limited to giving such information as he himself can give 
without inquiry or research ? I am not aware of any principle or au- 
thority which imposes upon him any obligation to do more than give an 
honest answer to the inquiry—that is to say, to do more than answer to 
the best of his actual knowledge and belief. He may, no doubt, under- 
take a greater responsibility ; he may bind himself by a warranty, or he 
may so express himself as to be estopped from afterwards denying the 
truth of what he said ; but, unless he does one or the other, I do not know 
on what principle consistent with Derry v. Peek (14 App. Cas. 337) he can, 
if he answers honestly, expose himself to liability. I say consistently 
with Derry v. Peek, because, until that case was decided, it was generally 
supposed to be settled in equity that: liability was incurred by a person who 
carelessly, although honestly, made a false representation to another 
about to deal in a matter of business upon the faith of such representa- 
tion: Burrowes v. Lock (10 Ves. 470), Slim v. Croucher (1 De G. F. & J. 
525). This general proposition is, however, quite inconsistent with Derry 
v. Peek. I do not, however, understand Derry v. Peek to apply where 
there is a legal obligation on the part of the defendant towards the 
plaintiff to give him correct information. If such an obligation exists, 
an action for damages will, I apprehend, lie for its non-per- 
formance, even in the absence of fraud (per Lord Denman in 
Barley v. Walford (9 Q. B. 208). It is for this reason that I 
have examined the obligation of trustees to answer inquiries made by 
persons about to deal with their cestuis que trustent. There is no equitable, 
as distinguished from legal, obligation to answer such inquiries, and, if a 
trustee gives an honest answer, he discharges the only obligation which he 
isunder. Again, Derry v. Peck does not in any way affect the law relating 
to warranties, unless it be by negativing the notion that promoters who 
issue a prospectus impliedly warrant the truth of the statements contained 
in it. Now, does Derry v. Peek in any way affect the law relating to 
estoppel, where that law is applicable ? Estoppel is not a cause of action, 
it is a rule of evidence, which precludes a person from denying the truth 
of some statement previously made by himself. Lord Herschell, in his 
judgment in Derry v. Peek, did not profess to overrule Burrowes vy. Lock or 
Slim v. Croucher, and it was strenuously contended that those cases were 
still law, and that they governed the present case. It becomes necessary, 
therefore, to examine those cases with care. Burrowes v. Lock, as appears 
from the registrar’s book, was a suit by the assignee of one of several 
residuary legatees for his share of the residue of a testator'’s estate. The 
amount of the residue was not in controversy, and a general administra- 
tion decree was not sought. The defendants to the suit were the plaintiff's 
assignor, and the trustee of his share of the residue. The trustee had (as 
appears from the report in Vesey) informed the plaintiff that this share 
was incumbered, whereas, in fact, it was not. The decree was in effect, 
that the trustee should pay the full amount of the share to the plaintiff, 
without deducting the incumbrance. The trustee, even if he acted 
honestly, which is, perhaps, questionable, was clearly estop from 
denying that the share was unincumbered. This decision was in 1805, more 
than thirty years before Pickard v Sears, and ata time when the doctrine of 





estoppel was less accurately defined than it has since become. Regarded 
as a decision on the ground of estop , Burrowes vy. Lock appears to me 
not only to have been quite right, but to remain wholly untouched by, 
Derry v. Peek. Word Blackburn seems to have thought that the repre- 
sentation in Burrowes v. Lock was scarcely distinguishable from a warranty : 
Brownlie v. Campbell (5 App. Cas. 953); and, if this be the proper view to 
take of it, Burrowes v. Lock can stand on that ground, although I confess 
my own inability to sustain it on the ground of warranty. The case of 
Slim v. Croucher, in which Burrowes v. Lock was recognized and extended, 
cannot, in my opinion, be supported on the ground of estoppel. It was a 
suit in equity to recover money advanced on a lease granted by the 
defendant to the borrower, and which the defendant had told the plaintiff 
would be ted. The lease proved to be imvalid. Unless the 
defendant’s statement amounted to a warranty that the lease when 
granted would be valid, I do not myself see how to avoid the conclusion 
that Slim v. Croucher is inconsistent with, and therefore overruled by, 
Derry v. Peek. Uord Herschell, in his judgment, did not himself examine 
these cases, but intimated that the two might stand together upon the 
grounds explained by Lord Selborne in Prownlie v. Campbell (5 App. Cas. 
936). Iam not, however, myself, able to reconcile these grounds with the 
decision in Derry v. Pak. The case of Slim v Croucher evidently proceeded 
upon the notion, sanctioned by the high authority of Lord Campbell, that 
in that case an action for damages might have been maintained at 
law upon the defendant’s represeutation, and that in such a case the Court 
of Chancery had a concurrent jurisdiction with the Courts of Common 
Law. There would be no such jurisdiction in the case of a warranty. 
Slim v. Croucher was not decided, nor did Lord Selborne support it on any 
such ground (see 5 App. Cas. 386). The only conclusion I can arrive at 
is that, whilst Burrowes v. Lock can be supported and taken as a guide on 
the ground of estoppel or possibly fraud, Slim v. Croucher cannot any 
longer be regarded as having been rightly decided, fraud having been 
negatived. As pointed out by Lord Blackburn in Brownlie vy. Campbell (5 
App. Cas. 52—-3), the line between fraud and warranty is often very 
narrow, and the same observation is true of the line between warranty and 
estoppel. Narrow, however, as the line often is, the three words denote 
fundamentally different legal conceptions, which must not be confounded. 
Reverting now to the grounds of liability on which the present action may 
be supported, it is obvious that, as regards warranty, the plaintiff and the 
defendant were not contracting parties. There was no intention to con- 
tract, nor was there any consideration, which is essential for the purpose 
of treating what the. defendant said as a promise or a warranty. As 
regards estoppel, if the defendant had said that there were no incum- 
brances on Admiral Bouverie’s life interest, except those mentioned by 
the defendant in his letters, the case would be clearly one of a ; it 
would be undistinguishable from Burrowes v. Lock ; and the plaintiff would 
be entitled to relief, not to damages for a misrepresentation, but to an 
order on the defendant as trustee for the plaintiff to pay to him the 
Admiral’s life interest in the fund in question, subject only to the incum- 
brances disclosed by the defendant. is is not the relief sought by the 
plaintiff, nor is it the relief given to him by the court below, but it is 
relief to which he would be entitled on the ground of estoppel. But the 
difficulty of affording the plaintiff relief on this ground arises from the 
ambiguity of the defendant’s letters. They are quite consistent with the 
view that the incumbrances mentioned by the defendant were all he knew 
of or remembered. A statement, however, to that effect would not estop 
him from shewing that there were others which he did not know of or did 
not remember. But then it is said that he ought to have known of them 
and remembered them, as notice of them had been given to him; and it 
is admitted that, if he had looked into the deeds and documents relating 
to the trust, he would have found that there were other incumbrances 
besides those which he did in fact know of and did accordingly mention. 
Knowledge and means of knowledge are very different things; and, if a 
person truly says he only knows or remembers so-and-so, is it right to 
treat him as saying that he knows more, even if it is his duty to inform 
himself accurately before he speaks? I donot think that so to hold would 
be consistent with Derry v. Peek. To treat him in the case supposed as 
saying more than he did would be to resuscitate the doctrine condemned 
in Derry v. Peek, and to hold him liable in damages for a negligent mis- 
representation. But then it is said that the defendant’s was 
such as to be calculated to mislead, and as in fact to mislead the tiff’s 
solicitors, who applied to the defendant for information, and reliance is 
placed on the judgment of Parke, B., in Freeman v. Cooke (2 Ex. 654), 
and of Lord Esher, M.R., Carr v. London and North-Western 
Railway Co. (L. R. 10 C. P. 307). But the answer to this argument 
is, that the plaintiff too hastily inferred from the defendant's letters 
that there were no other incumbrances besides those which he men- 
tioned. He never said this in terms ; I cannot think he meant to be so 
understood; and, although the plaintiff's solicitors may have so 
understood him, I do not think they had more reason to satisfied 
with his last letter than with his first, which they saw was too loosely 
expressed to justify them in acting upon it. It must be remembered, 
that in this case the defendant was not the only trustee, and it does 
not appear that the plaintiff's advisers applied to the other trustees. 
It is often said that notice to one trustee is notice to all (see Brown 
v. Savage, 4 Drew. 635); but this is one of those misleading generalities 
against which it is necessary to be on one’s guard. An incum- 
brancer of a trust fund who first gives notice to any of its trustees 

priority over any prior incumbrancer who has given no notice to any of 
them; but notice to one does not affect the other trustees so as to make 
them liable for what they may do in ignorance of the notice to their 
trustee. There is no law which precludes them from saying they do 
know what he knows ; and notice given to one who dies or retires wii 
communicating it to his co-trustees cqnnot, I apprehend, render 
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liable for not giving effect to a notice of which they know absolutely 
nothing; Phipps v. Loveyrove (L. R. 16 Eq. 80). The doctrine of implied 
notice cannot create an estoppel in such a case, any more than it can 
create a personal liability. Fraud, breach of duty, warranty, estoppel, 
being therefore all negatived in the present case, no ground remains on 
which this action can be supported. The appeal therefore must be allowed, 
with costs here and below. Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., delivered judgments 
to the same effect.—Covnset, Rigby, Q.C., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Mors- 
head ; Everitt, Q.C., and C. Church. Soxtcrrors, Tylee § Co. ; Pearce-Jones 
§ Co. 





HALL v. HALL—No. 2, 15th June. 


Hvspanp anp Wire—Drvorce Scrr—Money parp into Court As Security 
ror Wrre’s Costs—Unsvccessrut Proceepinc ny Wire—Set-orr or 
Hvspanv’s Costs—20 & 21 Vicr. c. 85, s. 51. 

In this case a suit for dissolution of marriage was instituted by a hus- 
band on the ground of the wife’s adultery. The adultery was denied, 
and condonation was also alleged. The suit was tried before Jeune, J., 
and a special jury, and the jury found that the wife had committed 
adultery with the co-respondent, and that there had been no condonation 
of the offence. Jeune, J., accordingly granted a decree nisi for dissolu- 
tion. The wife then moved in the Court of Appeal for a new trial on the 
ground of misdirection by the judge, and also on the ground that the ver- 
dict was contrary to the evidence and perverse. The application was, 
however, dismissed. The husband thereupon applied that his costs of the 
application for a new trial might be paid out of a fund of £45 which had 
been paid into court by him as security for his wife’s costs of the suit. 

Tue Court (Linptey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) refused the application. 
Lanniey, L.J. (who delivered the judgment of the court), said the £45 
ordered to be paid into court was intended to enable the wife to obtain 
legal assistance in the divorce proceedings instituted against her; and her 
solicitor naturally looked to this fund for his remuneration in conducting 
her defence. In the ordinary course of events he would have had his costs 
taxed and paid before the motion for a new trial came on for hearing; 
but the husband, who paid the money into court, had caused the payment 
out to be delayed, and the money is still in court. The motion for a new 
trial was dismissed, with costs, and the husband has applied for payment of 
his eosts of the appeal out of this £45. The money being still in court, the 
High Court, and, on appeal, this court, clearly has jurisdiction over the 
fund. But, considering the purpose for which it was paid into court, and the 
established rule that the court will not deprive the wife’s solicitor of his 
costs out of the fund intended for his payment unless he has himself done 
something to justify so strong 4 measure (see Flower v. Flower, L. R. 3 P. 
& D. 134; Robertson v. Robertson, 6 P. D. 119; and Otway v. Otway, 13P.D. 
141), we do not think it right, upon the present occasion, to accede to the 
application of the husband. Although the motion for a new trial was not 
only unsuccessful, but was really hopeless, we are not prepared to draw 
the inference that the wife’s solicitor acted oppressively or vexatiously 
towards the husband in acting for her on the motion which she made for 
a new trial. The order dismissing the wife’s motion, with costs, will 
stand, and the husband must be content to enforce that order in the usual 
way as best he can. The wife’s solicitor, on the other hand, will get his 
costs of her unsuccessful motion from her as best he can. We do not 
propose to make the husband pay the costs of this application : we simply 
make no order on it. We feel the importance of discouraging frivolous 
appeals and motions for new trials in divorce cases, and with that view we 
dismissed the wife’s motion with costs. We have no doubt of the power 
of the Appeal Court, in a proper case, to go further, and to order the costs 
of the successful husband to be paid out of money which he has paid into 
court to provide his wife with funds for her defence, if those funds are 
still in court; but the court will not do that, unless the solicitor has so 
conducted himself as to render such an order just as against him.— 
CounseL, Inderwich, Q.C., and Lynn; Lee Roberts and Edward Symons. 
Souicrrors, J. B. Somerville ; Thomas §& Stewart. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re BAYNHAM (Deceased), HART ». MACKENZIE —Chitty, J., 11th June. 
Witt—Constrecrion—‘ Our ” Cumpren. 


Tn this case a testator, a bachelor, married, in 1869, a widow, who had 
several children. The testator neverhad any children. He died ia 1884. 
His wife died in 1889 intestate, and her children survived her. The testa- 
tor, by his will made in 1872, when his wife was forty-six years of age, 
gave all his property “‘to my wife for life, and after her death amongst 
our children.” The will was made on a lithographed form, and the word 
**my ” which occurred in the form before the word “ children ’’ had been 
crossed out by the testator and the word “‘our” substituted. ‘The testa- 
tor’s property consisted solely of personalty. The plaintiffs, the children 
of the widow, claimed to be entitled under the words “ our children,’’ and 
submitted that the alteration made by the testator supported their view. 
The testator’s nephews and nieces claimed to take as his next of kin, on 
the ground of intestacy. 

Currry, J., said that the primary meaning of ‘‘ our’’ was “‘ of us two.”’ 
As to whether the court could now look at the will itself—the old rule 
ae oe the probate grant was conclusive as regarded personalty—he 

id express no opinion. He would, however, look at it de bene esse. 
What he learnt from the document was that the testator preferred the 
word “‘ our”’ to the word *‘ my,’’ but that did not alter the meaning of the 


word ‘‘our.”’ What the plaintiffs contended for was that the court should 





hold that the gift by the testator to “‘our’’ children was to be construed 





as a gift to ‘her’? children. In his opinion to accede to the plaintiffs” 
contention would be to violently alter the terms of the will. Possibly, if 
it had appeared that at the date of the will the wife was past child bearing,, 
some other construction might be given. He, however, was not saying: 
that that would be so. That was not thecase here. In Dorin v. Dorin (23 
W. R. 570, L. R. 7H. L 568) might be found some observations of Lord 
Hatherley to the effect that ‘‘ our children,’ when used by a husband in a 
gift which mentioned his wife, was an accurate expression for his children 
by her. However there was no need to refer to authorities. He held that 
the gift was to the testator’s children by his wife. As he had none the 
gift failed. The next of kin were entitled to one-half of the property. 
The children of the widow who had survived her would take the other.— 
CounsEL, Byrne, Q.C., and Keary; Levett, Q.C., and Decimus Sturges ; 
Baildon ; Rotherham. Soxxcrrors, Wedlake, Letts, § Wediake; Scoles § 
Co. ; Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin. 


G. v. L.—Chitty, J., 13th June. 


Inrant—Warp or Covrt—Custopy or Warp—EnNrorcEMENT OF OxnpER— 
SERJEANT-AT-ARMS. 


In this case a question arose as to the appropriate mode of enforcing 
an order for the delivery up of a ward. It appeared that the parents 
of the ward, a boy of ten years of age, were living apart, and by the 
terms of a separation deed it had been arranged that the father should 
select a school for the boy, and that he should spend a portion of his 
holidays with his mother. When the holidays came to an end the mother, 
having the boy with her, declined to deliver him up to return to school, 
alleging that the school was at a place which was unsuitable for his health. 
Thereupon eminent physicians were consulted on both sides, the result 
being that the mother failed to establish her case. Subsequently two 
orders were obtained by the father and served on the mother directing her 
to deliver up the boy to a lady named in the order. This the mother had 
failed todo. An ex parte application was now made by the father for an 
order directing the Serjeant-at-Arms attending the court to take the boy into, 
his custody and deliver him to the lady already named in the orders. A 
question was raised whether the functions of the Serjeant-at-Arms as an 
officer of the court had been abolished or fallen into abeyance. 

Curry, J., said that by his direction the registrar of the court had com- 
municated with the Lord Chancellor’s office, and he had a letter from the 
permanent secretary to the Lord Chancellor stating that there was stilh 
such an officer as Serjeant-at-Arms. That was also shewn by a very 
exceilent report which the late Mgszer Jenkins, learned in such matters, had 
made to him in 1882, and whit report dealt with the modes of enforcing 
orders against contemnors. Ie was satisfied that there was such an 
officer at the present time. In the case of Zodd v. Todd (Seton on Decrees, 
4th ed., p. 753 (1872) ), and also in a case which had been handed up to 
him which occurred in 1879, and was, therefore, subsequent to the 
Judicature Act, similar orders to that now asked for had been made and 
executed, and he was informed by the permanent secretary that if the 
order was made the Lord Chancellor would countersign it according to 
precedent and the officer would act upon it. The mother had had every 
opportunity. He, therefore, made the order as asked. It was not 
necessary that any further notice should be given to the mother. It might 
be, from what had been stated to him, that actual execution of the order 
might not become necessary. In the present case it was quite unnecessary 
to have the boy brought into court and then turned over to the custody of 
the father. The order would be that the Serjeant-at-Arms attending the 
court take the ward into his custody and deliver him to the lady mentioned 
at her residence or elsewhere.—CounseL, S. Dickinson. Soxrtcrrors, Janson,, 
Cobb, Pearson, §& Co. 


Re RUSSELL, CORDNER, & CO. (LIM.)—North, J., 13th June. 


Company—Winpinc-ve Petirion—Votuntary Wrxpinc vur—Ruicut or 
Crepitor to Compvitsory Orper—Compantes Act, 1862, s, 145—Com- 
panres (WinpinG-vp) Act, 1890, ss. 8, 9. 

The question arose in this case whether, when a company has resolved 
on a voluntary winding up, a creditor has now, by reason of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, a higher right to a compulsory order than he had 
under section 145 of the Companies Act, 1862, which provides that ‘‘ the 
voluntary winding up of a company shall not be a bar to the right of any 
creditor of such company to have the same wound up by the court, if the 
court is of opinion that the rights of such creditor will be prejudiced by a 
voluntary winding up.’’ In the present case two petitions were presented 
for the winding up of the company by the court. ‘The first was presented 
on the 18th of April by a creditor who had recovered judgment against the 
company upon a covenant contained in a deed of mortgage given to secure 
an advance made by her to the company. On the Ist of May the company 
passed a resolution to wind up voluntarily, and the hearing of the petition 
was ordered to stand over till it should be seen whether the resolution 
would be confirmed. On the 20th of May the resolution was confirmed. 
On the 28th of May the second petition was presented (with notice of the 
first) by another judgment creditor of the company. This petitioner 
alleged that the mortgage to the first petitioner ha® been improperly 
given by some of the company’s directors, and that her petition was not a 
bond fide one. When the petitions came on for hearing a large majority of 
the shareholders patie and asked that a supervision érder might be 
made. A number of creditors also appeared, and they were nearly equally 
divided between a compulsory order and a supervision order. ‘The first 
petitioner was willing to accept a supervision order. The second peti- 
tioner insisted on a compulsory order being made, and it was urged on his 
behalf that the large powers of investigation which have been conferred on 
the court in a compulsory winding up by the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890, afforded 9 reason, which did not previously exist, for making 4 
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compulsory order at the instance of a creditor, and that this distinguished 
such cases as Re New York Exchange (39 Ch. D. 415). sia 

Nortu, J., made a supervision order on the first petition, and dismissed 
the second petition, with costs. So far as he could see the first petitioner 
was a bond fide creditor of the company, and, if there were nothing else in 
the case, he did not see why she was not entitled to an order. There was 
room for explanation by the directors of the circumstances under which 
the loan was taken by the company, but she had nothing to do with that. 
She was entitled to a winding-up order, and, if her petition had been the 
only one, it would have been open to her to accept a supervision order. 
The second petition was presented after the first had been in the paper, 
and after the second petitioner had had notice of the proceedings upon it. 
He said that he feared the first petitioner might not press for a compulsory 
order. He was entitled to present his petition, and, if he had shewn good 
ground for it, his lordship would have made a compulsory order on his 
petition. But his lordship was of opinion that no such ground had been 
shewn. ‘She majority of the creditors, one way or the other, was very 
close, and that being so, it did not matter which way it was. The share- 
holders, by a large majority, desired a winding up under supervision. 
His lordship was not satisfied that the petitioner would be better off if a 
compulsory order were made. The unpaid calls on the shares were larger 
than the amount of the cempany’s debts. He was not satisfied that it 
would be for the interest of the creditors that the internal affairs of the 
company should be investigated. It would have been much more to the 
purpose if the petition had been presented bya contributory. In his 
lordship’s opinion the second petitioner had not made a case under section 
145, and he did not see why the wishes of a large majority of the share- 
holders should be ignored. It was urged that by the Act of 1890 much 
larger powers had been given to the court. But his lordship thought it was 
still the law that a creditor must shew that his rights would be prejudiced 
by a voluntary winding up. If he could shew that an investigation of the 
company’s affairs was required, there would now be a stronger reason than 
before the Act of 1890 for making a compulsory order. But in the present 
case the petitioner had not shewn a case for investigation. His petition 
was an experiment, and it must be dismissed, with costs.—CovnsEL, 
Gregson ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and H. B. Howard; Napier Higgins, Q.C., 
and ©. Rose-Innes ; Everitt, Q.C., and Wace ; Methold; W. Baker. Sout- 
cirons, Clulow § Gould ; Budd, Johnson, §& Jecks ; Rose-Innes, Son, § Crick ; 
Burn § Berridge. 


Re DUCKWORTH, DUCKWORTH v. DUCKWORTH—AStirling, J., 
29th May. 

Converston—TENANT FoR LirE AND REMAINDERMAN—INcOME oF UNcoN- 
vertEpD Unavtuorizep Secvrirres—Rate or InTEREst ALLOWABLE TO 
Lire TENAnt. 

In this case the testator gave his residuary estate to his trustees upon 
trust that they should, in such manner and under such stipulations, and 
upon such terms and conditions in all respects as they should think fit, 
sell, collect, or otherwise convert into ready money (according to the 
nature of the premises) all such parts of the same premises as should not 
consist of ready money; and should invest the same in or upon any of 
the public stocks or funds or Government securities of the United 
Kingdom or India, or on security of a mortgage or mortgages of any 
freehold, copyhold, customary, or leasehold estate in England or Wales 
(such leasehold estate being held for a term of years of which not less 
than seventy years shall be unexpired at the time of such investment), or 
on the bonds, debentures, debenture stocks, mortgages, or securities of 
any corporation, company, or public body, municipal, commercial, or 
otherwise, in England or Wales, authorized by Parliament to borrow 
money, or in the purchase of any guaranteed or preference shares or 
stocks in any such last-mentioned company ; and to hold the same upon 
trust {inter alia) as to seven equal 209th parts thereof for the plaintiff for 
life, and after his decease upon trust for his children. The will contained 
no provisions for postponing conversion or retaining securities or dealing 
with the income until conversion. The testator died on the 27th of 
October, 1889, leaving personal estate amounting to the value of 
£288,287 17s. 1d. At the testator’s death a large portion of the personal 
estate was invested in the shares of steamship companies, and in other 
shipping shares not authorized as investments by the will. Some of the 
unauthorized securities had not been sold, and there was evidence to the 
effect that they yielded good dividends, and could not be disposed of at 
present at advantageous prices. The trustees had received the sum of 
£9,730 17s. 7d. in respect of income from the unauthorized investments, 
and paid the whole to the testator’s capital account, and no part was 
treated as income payable to the tenant for life. An originating summons 
was taken out by one of the beneficiaries to have it determined what part 
of this sum of £9,730 17s. 7d., and what part of the future dividends to 
be received from unauthorized investments, ought to be considered as 
capital and what part as income. It was stated that the investments 
made by the trustees under the will yielded about four per cent. It was 
contended on behalf of the applicant that as the investments authorized 
by the testator yielded four per cent., and as the investments authorized 
by the court had been extended since the decision in Brown vy. Gellatly 
(L. R. 2 Ch. App. 751), the tenants for life were entitled to interest at 
aera 9g cent., or, at all events, at a rate higher than that produced by 
Jonsols. 

Srirtine, J., said that Consols had been taken as the standard, because 
such an investment was considered absolutely safe ; that the third rule 
laid down in Brown v. Gellatly (L. R. 2 Ch. App., at p. 759) was applicable 
to the present case, notwithstanding the fact that a higher rate of interest 
was yielded by the investments authorized by the testator, or by invest- 
ments pow authorized by the court; and that, as to the unauthorized 


testator’s death to the interest of so muc 
that would have been realized by the conversion of the w 

securities, at the end of the year after the testator’s death, would have 
produced at the end of that year.—Counsgu, Buckley, Q.C., and Mulligan ; 
Phipson Beale, Q.C., and F. Raapen. Soxrcrrors, Smiles, Ollard, § Yates, 
for Welchman & Carrick, Wisbech ; Sharpe; Parker, § Co. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LAWRENCE v. NEWBERY—12th June. 
> Linet—PvusBicaTION—REFERENCE TO PriviLEGep SPrgEcH. 


The question in this case was whether certain phs in a statement 
of claim disclosed a cause of action. The action was brought by the rector 
of a parish for libel, and the paragraphs in question were as follows :— 
‘Paragraph 4. On or about the 14th day of March, 1891, the defendant 
falsely and maliciously wrote and published . . . under the 
‘ Parochial matters at Eversley,’ in a pets. in ped ‘of and concerning the 
plaintiff, and in relation to his said profession and office of cl of 
the Church of England and rector of the said parish, the words following, 
that is to say, ‘ I refer all readers of the letters on this subject’ (meaning 
parochial matters at Eversley, and the connection of the plaintiff there- 
with) ‘to the Primate’s speech on the Clergy Discipline Act.’”’ ‘Paragraph 
5 set out an extract from the speech of the Primate, which was alleged to 
be the portion to which the defendant referred. The extract mentioned 
no name, but contained allegations as to the conduct of a cle 
which would undoubtedly be libellous if written and published without 
privilege. P jph 6 was as follows :—‘‘ The defendant pe meant 
and intended that it should be believed the said portion of the speech 
had reference to and was directed against the plaintiff, and that he was 
the person, the object of the Primate’s said allegations, and that the said 
speech was intended to, and did, in fact, describe the actions and charac- 
ter of the plamtiff in and about the exercise and performance by him of 
his said office and profession.’’ The master had ordered these paragraphs 
to be struck out, and Henn Collins, J., in chambers had ‘restored them. 
On the appeal from this decision it was that the paragraphs in 
question shewed no publication of a libel on the plaintiff. 

Denman, J., was of opinion that the judge had taken the true view m 
holding that it was impossible to strike out the paragraphs on the ground 
that they did not call attention to allegations which Souk sustain a charge 
of libel. It was said that the words in the letter referring to the Primate’s 
speech were not libeliious. But it must be remembered that there was an 
inuendo which alleged that the previous letters had been occupied with the 
“* parochial matters at Eversley, and the connection of the plaintiff there- 
with,”’ it inust be assumed (for the purposes of the present case) that there 
had been letters on that subject; it would be for the jury to say whether 
they referred to the plaintiff or not. Then the question was whether, 
supposing that the defendant’s letter necessarily led to the perusal of 
something which was libellous, the plaintiff could go to the j 
upon those libellous statements, although the person who u 
them was privileged. It was very old law that the mere fact that 
words were privileged in the mouth of the person who spoke them did not 
justify their publication by another. These words in themselves were 
libellous ; the inuendo alleged that they referred to the plaintiff, and it 
was for the jury to say whether they did or not. If a man said that A.’s 
conduct was such that it was sufficient to refer anyone to a description of 
some very wicked person m a book, that would, in his opinion, be a libel, 
and if that were admitted he did not think that the fact that the person to 
whose description reference was made was privileged would exempt from 
liability in an action the person who referred to the description. Wu1s, 
J , concurred. The jury might, of course, come to the conclusion that 
the words did not apply to the plaintiff; that would be a question of evi- 
dence. But if they thought that the words did so apply it would be a 
libel. Otherwise it would be easy for one person to libel another by 
merely referring to some well-known statement by a third person and so 
to avoid his own liability. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Z. U. Bullen ; 
Bigham, Q.C., and Oswell, Soxtcrrors, Stocken § Jupp, for Webb § Lear, 
Basingstoke ; Withall, Holland, § Withall. 


THE QUEEN v. THE REGISTRAR OF JOINT-STOCK COMPANIES— 
lith June. 


Company — Reoistration — Conversion or Privatk PARTNERSRIP INTO 
Jornt-stock Company—Compantgs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 89), ss. 
6, 180. 


This case raised an important question as to the right of a private firm 
consisting of seven members to r themselves as a joint-stock com- 
pany under the Companies Acts. In the present case seven persons, who 
were the partners in a firm of publishers styled W. H. Allen & Co., desired 
to be incorporated under the Companies Acts, and executed a memorandum 
of association. They applied to be registered under the Acts, but the regis- 
trar declined to register them, on the ground that they were not a com) 
within the meaning of the Acts. They then obtained a rule nisi a 
mandamus directing the registrar to register them. The Companies Act, 
1862, s. 6, provides that ‘‘any seven or more persons associated for any 
lawful purpose may, by subscribing their names to a memorandum of 
association and otherwise complying with the requisitions of the Act in 
respect of —,, form an in ted company with or without 
limited liability.’’ Section 180 pro that ‘‘any company hereafter 
formed in pursuance of any Act of Parliament other than this Act or of 








letters patent’ . . . or being otherwise duly constituted by law, and 
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consisting of seven or more members, may at any time hereafter register 
itself under this Act as an unlimited company or a company limited by 
shares or a company limited by guarantee.’’ The arguments which were 
relied on on both sides sufficiently appear from the considered judgment 
of the court {Cave and Cuar.es, JJ.) which was delivered by 
. Cave, J—The question we have to decide in this case is, whether an 
ordi ership of not less than seven persons can be registered under 
section 180 of the Companies Act, 1862. For the negative, it was con- 
tended—(1) that such a partnership was not a ‘‘company”’ at all; (2) that 
it was not a company ‘duly constituted by law’’ within that section ; 
(3) that this particular partnership was not a bond fide partnership, and had 
no object but that of winding up the firm of Allen & Co. As to the first 
point, in ‘‘ Ogilvie’s Imperial Dictionary”’ one of the meanings of the 
word ‘‘company’’ there given is: ‘“‘A number of persons united 
together for performing or currying on anything jointly, as a company 
of yers, an insurauce company— ‘High in office in the Gold- 
smiths’ Company’ (Dickens); ‘A company forges the wine’ (Tenny- 
son).’”? The word is applicable to private partnerships or to unin- 
corporated bodies, but where there are only a few individuals asso- 
ciated, the concern is generally called a co-partnery, the term conrpany 
being usually reserved for large associations. Thus Lord Justice 
Lindley, in his book on “‘ Partnership,” 5th edition, p. 5, says :—‘‘ The 
fundamental distinction between partnerships und unincorporated com- 
ies is that a tnership consists of a few individuals known to 
each other, Siend tegether by ties of friendship and mutual confi- 
dence, and who, therefore, are not at liberty without the consent of 
all to retire from the firm, and substitute other persons in their places, 
while a company consists of a larger number of individuals, not neces- 
sarily acquainted with each other at all, so that it is a matter of 
com tive indifference whether changes among them are effected or 
not.”” We have looked carefully through the Act and cannot find any 
indication that the word ‘‘ company” in section 180 is used in any other 
sense than that indicated by Lindley, L.J. [The learned judge referred 
to section 199 and tables A. and B., and continued:—] It was also 
pointed out to us that the Legislature itself has used ‘‘ company” and 
“* co-partnership’’ as synonymous terms {7 & 8 Vict. c. 113, s. 47; re- 
enacted by section 205 of the Act of 1862, and 7 & 8 Vict. c. 110, s. 2). It 
is clear, therefore, that this is a company within the description given by 
Lindley, L.J.,and we are also of opinion that it is a company within section 
180. Next itis said that it is not acompany “‘ duly constituted by law ”’ within 
the Act. On the one hand it is said that ‘‘ constituted by law ”’ is intended to 
exclude companies constituted by agreement of the parties; on the other 
hand that “‘ constituted by law’’ means constituted according to law, and 
& passage in Lindley on ‘‘ Partnership,’’ page 4, was referred to, where it 
is said *‘ a corporation is a fictitious person constituted by special authority 
(and by the law of England by the Crown or by Parliament),”” &c., where 
the phrase is so used. Further, it was pointed out that the third class 
of companies mentioned in the section are companies formed by volun- 
tary agreement, and that the words “‘ constituted by law”’ refer to those 
companies. It was urged that the words in question only exclude illegal 
ies, and that this view is supported by section 183, which requires 
that the charter, patent, deed of settlement, contract of co-partnership, 
or other instrument constituting the company shall be delivered to the 
registrar, and that the words, “‘ deed of settlement’’ and ‘‘ contract of 
co- ip’’ are only applicable to companies formed by voluntary 
agreement. To these considerations must be added the remarkable 
fact that for twenty-seven years after the Act passed it never 
seems to have occurred to anybody that ordinary partnerships of 
seven or more members could not register under it, and a long list 
of companies has been cited to us which, although ordinary partner- 
ships, have been allowed to register under the Act. We asked the 
Attorney-General to point out what inconvenience would result from 
allowing partnerships to register; all he could say was that if it were done 
the Crown would lose certain fees on the transfer of the partnership pro- 
to the company, which, if the partnership can be registered, is trans- 


ferred at once by the statute itself to the registered company. This does | 


not, however, a to usa sufficient reason for departing from a con- 
struction of the Act which is reasonable in itself and has the sanction of 
twenty-seven years’ usage, and consequently we hold that the contention 
of the applicants is correct. Then it was urged that this was not a bond 
Jide company, but that it was formed for the purpose of winding up the 
firm of Allen & Co. It would rather seem that the partnership was formed 
for the of winding it up; but it was pointed out that by section 
180 “‘ no such registration shall be invalid by reason that it has taken place 
with a view to the company being wound up.’”’ We think, therefore, that 
this objection also fails, and that the rule for a mandamus must be made 
absolute —Covnset, Sir R. E. Webster, A.G., Ingle-Joyce, and Henry 
Sutton ; Finlay, Q.C., and H. 8. Theobald. Sorscitons, The Solicitor to the 
Board of Trade ; Linklater & Co. 


WEDDERBURN +. DAVIS—lith June. 


Watouts axp Measctxes—Iwssrecton or—Misconpvct—Inspecror STamp- 
1x6 Scaggs wrrnovt Prorgr Vextricatiox—Fer pain to Inxspector— 
Riour ro xecover Fer raw to Ixspecron—Weicnts AND MBAsvRes 


Acts, 1878 axp 1889. 

Action oe in the Bromley County Court to recover a sum of 29s. 
alleged to be from the defendant to the plaintiff. The learned judge 
found a verdict, and gave judgment, for the defendant with costs, and the 
plaintiff now . The plaintiff was a scale manufacturer residing 
at Peckham, the defendant was an of weights and measures 


under the Weights and Measures Acts, ists and 1889, The plaintiff had 
heard complaints made by some of his customers that the scales made and > 
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supplied by him, and verified by the defendant as an inspector of weights, 
were not properly verified before being stamped by the defendant, and the 
plaintiff believed that the defendant had for some time been in the habit 
of stamping scales which were incorrect, and therefore false and unjust 
within the meaning of the Acts. To put the matter to proof the plaintiff 
took three scales, which had been previously used, and which he knew to be 
incorrect, to the defendant for the purpose of having the same stamped 
and verified in the ordinary way. According to the plaintiff's evidence, 
the plaintiff told the defendant that he had three scales, and he asked the 
defendant to verify and stamp them. The defendant replied that it was 
not his day for stamping, but, on learning that there were only three, he 
consented to stamp them, and he accordingly proceeded to verify and 
stamp the scales. The plaintiff gave the defendant a fee of 2s. for the 
stamping, and the defendant gave a receipt as follows :—‘‘ I hereby certify 
that I have examined, compared, and stamped the above weighing- 
machines and instruments, and found the same to be correct.’”’ The 
scales were then placed in a locked box aud conveyed to the Board of 
Trade for the purpose of verification, according to the provisions of the 
Acts which enable the Board of Trade to make such verifications. The 
Board of Trade examined and tested the three scales and found 
them to be incorrect, and that they required re-adjustment, that they 
were not fit to be stamped, and ought not to come into use. A fee of 
5s. was charged by the Board of Trade for this verification. An 
information was then laid by the plaintiff against the defendant, and three 
summonses were taken out under section 49 of the Weights and Measures 
Act, 1878, which section imposes a penalty not exceeding £5 upon an 
inspector who is guilty of improperly stamping any weight or scale, or of 
any other offence under the Act. These summonses were dismissed by the 
justices, on the ground that the scales were not for business purposes, and 
that there was no direct evidence that at the time of stamping the scales were 
unjust. The plaintiff then brought this action to recover the fee of 2s. 
paid to the inspector, and the fee of 5s. paid to the Board of Trade, and 
the sum of 22s., being the amount paid for conveying the scales to and 
from the Board of Trade. The learned judge gave judgment for the 
defendants on all the items, holding as to the fee of 2s. paid to the in- 
spector that, as the plaintiff himself knew that the scales were incorrect 
when he took them to the defendant, he could not recover that fee from 
the defendant, as he could not take advantage of his own wrong; as to 
the 22s. paid for carriage to and from the Board of Trade, and the fee of 
5s. paid to the Board of Trade, the learned judge held that the plaintiff 
could not recover these sums, as they were not paid by the plaintiff for the 
use of the defendant. The plaintiff appealed by leave of the judge. 

Tue Court (Cave and Cuarzes, JJ.) now held (allowing the appeal 
with costs) that the learned judge was wrong as to the fee of 2s. paid to 
the defendant, the plaintiff being entitled to recover this fee, as it was given 
for work which had not been done—namely, for the proper verification and 
stamping of the scales—and that the fact of a penalty being imposed by 
section 49 of the Act did not disentitle the plaintiff or take away the plain- 
tiff’s right to recover this fee, but that, as to the sums of 5s. and 22s., the 
plaintiff was not entitled to recover these, as they were sums expended to 
enable the plaintiff to prove his case, and could not be recovered in the 
action, though they might be taken into account and allowed by the taxing 
officer as part of the plaintiff’s costs in the action. Judgment for the 
plaintiff for 2s., with costs.—CovunseL, J. F. Torr ; Wilson For. Sortcrrors, 
A. H. Williams ; L. W. Gregory. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re MORSE, Ex parte LATIMER, CLARK, & CO.—C. A. No. 1, 16th 
June. 


Sorictror—Taxation—Cost or Type-wnritren Corres or Suortuanp Notes 
—K. 8. C., LXV., 8—Aprenprx N. 

This was an appeal against the decision of a divisional court (Lord 
Coleridge, C.J., and Day, J.), and raised a question of considerable interest 
to solicitors. An arbitration of an cxteemssly technical character took place 
under an agreement to refer questions in dispute between two limited 
companies—the St. James’s and Pall Mall Electric Lighting Co. and 
Messrs. Latimer, Clark, & Co., who were the contractors to the former 
company. The reference occupied seventeen days, and was conducted by 
a solicitor on either side, no counsel being employed. It was agreed that 
a shorthand note should be taken of each day’s evidence, and that copies 
should be supplied to the arbitrator and to either party. Mr. Morse, who 
was acting as solicitor to the St. James’s and Pall Mall Electric Lighting 
Co., undertook to employ the shorthand writer and to supply the copies, 
and it was agreed that the costs of the reference, including the costs of the 
shorthand notes and copies, should be dealt with by the arbitrator. Mr. 
Morse accordingly obtained each day from the shorthand writer a tran- 


| seript of his notes of the day’s proceedings, and he made, by means of a 


type-writer, three copies of this transcript, of which he furnished one to 
the arbitrator, one to the other side, and kept the third himself for his own 
use. The arbitrator directed the costs of the reference to be paid by 
Mesers. Latimer, Clark, & Co., and, on the matter coming on for taxation, 
objection was taken on behalf of Messrs. Latimer, Clark, & Co. that Mr. 
Morse was not entitled to the cost of a copy of the transcript for himself, 
since he could have made use of the transcript itself, and also that the 
copies, having been made simultaneously by means of a type-writer, could 
not be charged for on the scale prescribed by the rules for copies made by 
hand. The taxing master overruled the objections, hoiding that it would 
have been exceedingly inconvenient for Mr. Morse, who was alone in the 
case, to have been obliged to use the transcript, which would be differently 
paged from the copies of it used by the arbitrator and the other side. He 





















rom. 

to 
. of 
tiff 
the 


eal 

to 
ren 
nd 
by 
in- 
the 

to 
the 
ng 
he 


RS, 


rd 
st 
ce 


id 
er 
vy 
at 
BS 
10 


8 
ie 


\- 
a 


i dh i ee 


- 














June 20, 1891. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





_[Vol. 35-] 563 








further said that, by ord. 65, r. 8, the charges in Appendix N. were to be 
allowed to solicitors, and by that copies were to be allowed at the rate of 
fourpence per folio, irrespective of the method in which such copies were 
made. On appeal, Wright, J., at chambers, upheld the decision of the 
master; but the Divisional Court reversed it, and upheld the objections. 
From this decision the present appeal was brought, and it was con’ 
that it made no difference whether the copies were made by printing or 
lithography or type-writing, or whether they were written by hand. 
The scale intended that some profit should be made by solicitors on copies, 
since the ordinary law stationers’ charge for such copies was three-halfpence 
per folio. No doubt, by printing with the type-writer three copies simul- 
taneously, a slightly increased profit might be made by the solicitor ; but 
no distinction was made in the scale as to the manner by which copies 
should be made. 

Tue Court (Lorrs and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed oe ee. Lorss, L.J., 
said that he agreed with the decision of the Divisio urt. It was im- 
possible that copies which were taken simultaneously by one stroke of the 
type-writer should be charged for at the same rate aa if they had been 
laboriously written out by hand. As to the transcript, he was of opinion 
that Mr. Morse might have made use of the transcript itself, and that he 
was not entitled to a type-written copy of it for his own use. Kay, L.J., 
concurred.—CounseL, W. §. Robson; Morton Smith. Soxrtcrrors, Sydney 
Morse; C. E. Baker. 


Re HADDELSEY (A Solicitor)—Stirling, J., 12th June. 
Soticrrorn—Country Acent—Taxation or Brrt—Ex parte ORDER. 


This was a motion to discharge a common order for taxation obtained by 
Mr. P. E. Dawson on the 12th of May, 1891, on the ground of irregularity, 
and that the same should not have been made as an order of course. Mr. 
Dawson, a London solicitor, employed Mr. Haddelsey, a solicitor in the 
country, to do certain work for him, and when the latter’s bill was de- 
livered the question arose whether the relationship of solicitor and client 
or that of principal and agent existed. The registrar treated them as 
principal and agent, and made a common order to tax. It was argued by 
counsel for Mr. Haddelsey that a country solicitor cannot be employed as 
an agent except by special arrangement ; he must ordinarily be employed 
as a solicitor, and there cannot be a common order to tax a country solici- 
tor’s bill, on the ground that he was employed as an agent. 

Srirtine, J., following Re Inderwick (32 W. R. 541, 25 Ch. D. 279), de- 
cided that, as there was a dispute between the two solicitors as to whether 
the relationship of solicitor and client or that of principal and agent 
existed between the parties, a special order should have been obtained 
instead of the common order. He discharged the common order, and 
made an order for taxation on the footing of the letters which constituted 
the agreement between the parties, the taxing master to decide the rights 
of the parties.—CovunsreL, R. F. Norton; Strickland. Soxtcrrors; Collyer- 
Bristow, Russeil, § Hill; P. E. Dawson. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 


GRAY’S INN. 


The benchers of Gray’s-inn have awarded to Mr. Horace West House- 
hold the Bacon Scholarship of £45 per annum, tenable for two years ; to 
Mr. Thomas Jones Smyth the Holt Scholarship of £40 per annum, tenable 
for two years; to Mr. Thomas Bailey Clegg the Lee Prize of £25, anda 
second prize of 10 guineas to Mr. William Muir. A studentship in juris- 
prudence and Roman law of 100 guineas for one year has been awarded by 
the Council of Legal Education to Mr. John Bruce Caldwell Stephen, a 
student of Gray’s-inn. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Bensamiy Hov_pswortu Lomax, solicitor, of St. Helen's, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lomax was admitted a solicitor 
in April, 1885. He is a commissioner for the Chancery Court of Lancaster, 
and honorary secretary to the St. Helens Law Society. 


Mr. Auian Exnest McApan, solicitor, of 6, East India-avenue, Leaden- 
hall-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
McAdam was admitted a solicitor in August, 1883. 

Mr. Wa. McKay, solicitor (of the firm of Ward, Perks, & McKay), of 
85, Gracechurch-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr, McKay was admitted a solicitor in April, 1885. 

Mr. Epwarp Vrrnor Mrxzs, solicitor, of 30, Theobald's-road, Bedford- 
row, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Miles was 
admitted a solicitor in July, 1884. 

Mr. Epwarp James Nevin, solicitor (of the firm of Danger & Neville), 
of Liverpool, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Neville 
was admitted a solicitor in March, 1885. 

Mr. Francts Ocpen, solicitor, of Manchester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ogden was admitted a solicitor in October, 
1887. He is clerk of the peace for Manchester. 

Mr. Epwarp Niet Baynes, solicitor, of 61, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Baynes was admitted a 


Mr. James WasninGron Catvgrt, solicitor, of Rochdale, has been 
Commissioner 


appointed a for Oaths. Mr. Calvert was admitted a solici- 
tor in February, 1884. 

Mr. Joszru Soromon, solicitor (of the firm of J. & M. Solomon), of 
58, Finsbury-pavement, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Solomon was admitted a solicitor in February, 1884. 

Mr. Joun Trewavas, solicitor, of Holmfirth, has been snpeintes a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Trewavas was admitted a solicitor in March, 
1884. ' 

Mr. Lewts Evwarp Wess, solicitor, of Pontypool, has been pp act 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Webb was admitted a solicitor in A 
1885. . 

Mr. Witt1am Montcomery Wurre, solicitor, of the Outer were, 
Strand, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
was admitted a solicitor in May, 1885. 

Mr. Cuaries James Cooper; solicitor (of the firm of Cooper & Sons), 
of King-street, Manchester, has been appointed a Notary for Manchester 
and a district of ten miles thereof. 

Mr. Cuartes Frank Anprews, solicitor (of the firm of Lane, Fagge, & 
Andrews), of Fitzalan House, Arundel-street, Strand, W.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Andrews was admitted a 
solicitor in April, 1881. . 

Mr. Atrrep Cuaries Brown, solicitor (of the firm of Brown & Brown), 
of Deal, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brown wae 
admitted a solicitor in January, 1887. 

Mr. Ervest Ricnarp Daviss, solicitor, of Ross, has been ited a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Davies was admitted a icitor in 
November, 1884. 

Mr. Bensamin Day, solicitor (of the firm of T. & H. Greenwood Teale), 
of Leeds, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Day was 
admitted a solicitor in Nowzmber, 1880. 

Mr. Joun Freperick Hawken, solicitor, of Plymouth, has been ap- 
pointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hawken was admitted a solicitor 
in April, 1885. 

Mr. Groxrcrt Lennox, solicitor, of 3, Verulam-buildings, Gray’s-inn, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. . Lennox .was 
admitted a solicitor in October, 1884. 

Mr. Exus Jones Grirrrr#, M.A., LL.B. Cantab, barrister, has been 
appointed Legal Adviser to the Shah of Persia, at a salary of £2,000 per 
annum. Mr. Griffith was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Michaelmas Term, 1887, after having obtained a studentship in 1886. He 
went the North Wales, Chester, and Glamorgan Circuits, and the 
Chester, Flint, Denbigh, and Montgomery Sessions. 

Colonel Epwrs Hvucues, M.P., solicitor, of 6, Lancaster-place, Strand, 
38, Green’s-end, Woolwich, aud Plumstead, has been elected President of 
the Kent Law Society. Colonel H was admitted a solicitor in Hilary 
Term, 1860. He is solicitor to the Woolwich Local Board of Health, 
vestry clerk of Plumstead, and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. ALrrep Herrert Denennay, solicitor (of the firm of & 
Debenhams), of 3, Salters’ Hall-court, Cannon-street, E.C., and St. 
has been elected President of the Hertfordshire Law Society. Mr. Deben- 
ham was admitted a solicitor in Trinity Term, 1871. He is town clerk of 
St. Albans and a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Witu1am Pixxney, solicitor (of the firm of Pinkney & Bolam), of 
Sunderland, has been elected President of the Sunderland Law Society. 
Mr. Pinkney was admitted a solicitor in Easter Term, 1872. 

Mr. Cuartes Freperick Farran, barrister, has been appointed a Judge 
of the High Court of Judicature at Bombay, in the place of Mr. John Scott, 
who has vacated that office. 

CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vutron. 

Epwarp Sreruens Copeman and Witrram Arnotp Megtior, solicitors 

(Copeman & Mellor), Downham Market. June 1. [ Gazette, June 6. 


GENERAL. 

The Times says that Mr. Robert Hunter, the solicitor to the General 
Post Office, is at present seriously ill with an attack of influenza. 

On the 12th inst. her Majesty's judges held their annual whitebaii 
dinner at the Ship Hotel, poommrich , When over twenty of them 


if 


present. Their lordships embarked at the Temple Pier at 4.30 in the 
steamer Celia, which was specially chartered for the occasion, and, as the 
day was fine, they had a very pleasant trip down the river. 

On Tuesday there were no motions before the Divisional Court of the 
Queen’s Bench Division ; there were only two cases put in the paper, and 
both of them were dis of before noon. Their lordships then sent for 
a case from the other Divisional Court, in which three were entered, 
and one case, a county court appeal, was sent, in » however, it was 
found that no appeal . The oer topes Hered nok —= early. In 
consequence, says t , chiefly operation . Finlay’s Act, 
which has sent all motions for new trials to the Court of y gine 80 
prevented a large ate a an of them), the business of Divisional 
Courts is now comparatively small, and the services of two more judges 
would be available for the trial of causes if only there were courts for them 





solicitor in April, 1885. 





to sit in. 
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In the House of Lords on the 11th inst., in moving the second reading 
of the Judicature Acts Amendment Bill, the Lord Chancellor said that 
when a distinguished member of their lord ’ House was recently 
removed from the presidency of the Probate and Admiralty Court it was 
ascertained that the appointment of a successor was limited by a number 
of conditions which seriously fettered the discretion of her Majesty in 
filling up the vacancy. In what way this clumsy arrangement was arrived 
at originally on the passing of the Act constituting that court he was 
unable to say. It was obvious that her Majesty ought to be at liberty to 
appoint such person as she thought fit without any such limitations as 
were prescribed by the Act. The first object of the Bill was to get rid of 
these limitations. The second object of the Bill was to enable the House 
of Lords in the case of admiralty appeals to call in persons skilled in 
nautical matters to assist them as assessors in the same way that the 
courts of first instance and of appeal now had power to do. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Cuitty. Norra. 
Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Leach owes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexkewicu. Romer. 
Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
Farmer Pemberton 
Rolt ‘ Ward 
Farmer Pemberton 
Rolt Ward 
Farmer Pemberten 








THE SUMMER ASSIZES. 


Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names cf the circuit 
towns both civil and criminal business must be ready to be taken on 
the first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name of 
the circuit town indicates the day before which civil business will not be 
taken. In the case of circuit towns to which two judges go there will 
be no alteration in the old practice. 

Miptanp Creacurr (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Wills and Vaughan 
Williams, JJ.).—Aylesbury, Wednesday, June 24; Bedford, Friday, 
June 26; Northampton, Monday, June 29; Leicester, Friday, July 3; 
Oakham, Wednesday, July 8; Lincoln, Thursday, July 9; Derby, 
Wednesday, July 15; Nottingham (2), Tuesday, July 21; Warwick, 
Saturday, July 25: Birmingham (2), Wednesday, July 29. 

Oxrorp (Pollock, B., and Wills, J.).—Reading, Tuesday, June 23; 
Oxford, Saturday, June 27; Worcester, Wednesday, July 1 (Saturday, 
July 4); Gloucester, Tuesday, July 7 (Friday, July 10); Monmouth, 
Monday, July 13 (Wednesday, July 15): Hereford, Friday, July 17; 
Shrewsbury (2), Tuesday, July 21; Stafford (2), Friday, July 24; Birming- 
ham (2), Wednesday, July 29. 


bridge, Tuesday, July 7; Bury St. Edmunds, Friday, July 10) ; Norwich, 
Saturday, July 18; Chelmsford, Saturday, July 25; Hertford, Thursday, 
July 30; Lewes, Tuesday, August 4. 

Hose (Mathew, J.).—Maidstone, Monday, July 6 (Thursday, July 9) ; 
Guildford, Wednesday, July 15 (Saturday, July 18); Exeter (2), Saturday, 
July 25; Winchester (2), Thursday, July 30; Bristol (2), Wednesday, 
A 5. 

gstexx (Mathew and Cave, JJ.).—Salisbury, Friday, July 10; Dor- 
chester, Tuesday, July 14; Wells, Friday, July 17 (Monday, July 20); 
Bodmin, Wednesday, July 22; Exeter (2), Saturday, July 25; Winchester 
(2), Thursday, July 30; Bristol (2), Wednesday, August 5. 

Nortu-Eastexrn (Day and Grantham, JJ.).—Newcastle, Thursday, July 
—— Saturday, July 11; York, Saturday, July 18; Leeds, Friday, 

2 

ame (A. L. Smith and Wright, JJ.).—Appleby, Wednesday, July 
1; Carlisle, Friday, July 3; Lancaster, Wednesday, July 8; Manchester 
(2), Monday, July 13; Liverpool (2), Saturday, July 25. 

Norrn Wares, Cuester, axp Giamorcan (Lawrance, J.).—Newtown, 
Wednesday, July 8; Dolgelly, Friday, July 10; Carnarvon, Monday, 
July 13; Beaumaris, Friday, July 17; Ruthin, Tuesday, July 21; Mold, 
Thursday, July 23; Chester (2), Saturday, July 25; Swansea (2), Satur- 
day, August 1. 

Socrn Waxes axp Cuestee (Collins, J.).—Haverfordwest, Friday, July 
10; Lampeter, Monday, July 13; Carmarthen, Wednesday, July 15; 
Brecon, Monday, July 20; Presteign, Thursday, July 23; Chester (2), 
Saturday, July 25; Swansea (2), Saturday, August 1. 





Waasixe 10 tsteso1xo Hover Pcecuasees & Lessues.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the i thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
cous & entilation Co., G, ite Town Hall, Victoria-street, West- 
‘mineter ( . 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cflices, &c.—{ Anvt.| 
Vasrrx Farm Cattooxs—A few Complete Set« of the Judges that have 
im Vanity Fair to date are still to be had on application to the Publisher. 
are 9% Cartoons in all. Price, per Set, £2 s.—_Avvr._ 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
CuavuypLer.—June 14, at Biggleswade, Beds., the wife of Henry Chaundler, solicitor, of a 


son. 

Harvy.—June 11, at Fairford, Gloucestershire, the wife of Thomas de Lisle Hardy, soli- 
citor, of a daughter. 

Iveram.—May 22, at Landour, in the Himalayas, North-West Provinces, India, the wife 
of T. Lewis Ingram, of the Middle Temple, ister-at-law, of a daughter. 

LintHornE.—June 9, at Ashton Lodge, Ports’ , near Reniiemeten, the wife of R. R, 
Linthorne (née Gibbon), solicitor, Southampton, of a daughter. 

McMirian.—June 12, at 16, Denning-road, Hampstead, the wife of Robert Furse McMillan, 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 

Netsu.—June 7, at 11, Hereford-square, 8.W., the wife of Charles H. L. Neish, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. 

Piercy.—June 13, at 4, Queen’s-place, Chapel Allerton, Leeds, the wife of Thomas Piercy, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 

Woerrzsure.—June 5, at 46, Stanley-gardens, Hampstead, the wife of E. A. Wurtzburg, 
Esq., barrister-at-law, of a son. 


MARRIAGES. 


Kennepy—Marwoop.—June 4, at St. Stephen’s, Cheltenham, Charles Moore Kennedy, 

barrister-at-law, of 14, Hyde-park-gate, 8.W.., Ellinor Edith, daughter of the late 
rge Marwood, J.P., D.L., of Busby Hall, Northallerton, Yorkshire. 

Srratt—Burtoy.—June 9, at Christ Church, Lee, Russell Spratt, barrister-at-law, of the 
Middle Temple and of Blackheath, to Ada Rebecca, youngest daughter of the late 
John M. Burton, F.R.C.S., of Lee Park Lodge, Blackheath. 

SrapyLron-Smira—WIL.iiaMms.—May 8, at St. Mary’s Church, Woodstock, Cape Town, 
H. G. Stapylton-Smith, solicitor, East London, South Africa, to Alice Emily, younger 
daughter of John G. Williams, solicitor, Lincoln. 

DEATHS. 

Daxrer—June 9, at Leamington, William Thomas Shave Daniel, Esq., Q.C., late judge 
of county courts, aged 85. 

Duxe—June 13, at his residence, 14, Devonshire-place, Claughton, Birkenhead, Richard 
Duke, solicitor, aged 70. 

FresurigLp—June 6, at his residence, 127, Marine-parade, Brighton, Charles Kaye Fresh- 
field, late of 5, Bank-buildings, London, and for many years M.P. for Dover, aged 83. 

so ‘Nieaaliineene at 7, Kensington-gate, Charles Francis Trower, barrister-at-law, aged 


4. 
Witt1ams.—June 13, at Lindfield-house, Lindfield, Hayward’s Heath, Henry Williams, 
barrister-at-law, aged 88. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
~ London Gazette.—Frivay, June 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lowirep ry CHANCERY. 

Cuamproy Reer (Wa.Es) Gotp Mives Co, Liwrren—Petn for winding up, presented May 
28, directed to be heard on Saturday, June 20. Minet & Co, King William st, solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 19 

CumBerLanp Gotp Mixixe Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 28, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Giffard, Blomfield House, London Wall Loughborough & Gedge, Austin friars, solors 
for liquidator 

Estivapa Goup AnD Sitver Mines, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, 
to send their names and . and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
— ee Barrett, 11, Queen Victoria st. Heath & Co, New London st, solors for 

iquidator 

Latta, Luurrep—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names and 
ad , and particulars of their debts or claims, to John George Hodgson, Central 
bldgs, North John st, Liv: 1 

PUBLISHING Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 10, directed to be heard 
before Stirling, J.,on June 20. Badham & Williams, Salters’ Hall ct, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the aftern on 
of June 19 

Lendon Gazette.—Tvuespay, June 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep 1n CHANCERY. 

Gorvos Diamonp Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Whinney, 
8, Old Jewry. Nore.—The above concerns only the creditors of the Gordon Diamond 
Co, Limited, in liquidation, and not those of the new Gordon Diamond Co, Limited 

Greesx, McAttay, & Fei.pen, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 12, directed 
to be heard on June 27. Brooks & Lefroy, Old Jewry, solors for petners. Notice of ap- 
pearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 26 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Mutvat Provipest Tostinxe Society, Cocoa Rooms, 16, Queen’s sq, Liverpool. June 12 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 2. 
ArmiTace, Josern, Harp lane, Tea Merchant. July 14. Drake & Co, Rood lane 
Beckett, Wittiam, Lancaster, Farmer. June 13. Clark & Co, Lancaster 


Boot, Ricnanp, Boston rd, Hanwell, Gent. July, 18. Colman & Knight, Kaymend 
bldngx, Gray’s inn ; 

Brocxienvest, Tuomas, Saltersford, Chester, Farmer. July7. Mair & Blunt, Maccles- 
field 


Busxaxp, Ricnarp, Newcastle upon Tyne, retired Gunmaker. July 1. Stanton & 
Atkinson, Newcastle upon Tyne ; ~ 
Caxtrect, Wituiam Henny, Nottingham. July1. Martin & Sons, Nottingham 


Cnapwick, Georce Eowarp, Bold, Lancs, Gent. July 20. Davies & Co, Warrington 

Curry, Hesry, Stafford, Grocer. June 30. Morgan & Co, Stafford 

Consen, Wintiam Cuanies, Bexley heath, Kent. June 20. Collins, Farnival’s inn 

Cavssey, Many, Kingston upon Hull. July 1. Jordeson, Hull 

Davies, Tuomas, Gt Bland st, Bermondsey, formerly a Professor of Music. July & 
Pakeman, King William st 

Ditxs, Geoncx, South Shore, Blackpool, Hairdresser. July 10. Read, Blackpool 

Dixox, Wittiau Mixren, Westbourne, Bournemouth, Grocer. July 9. Mowll & Mowl?, 
Ashford, Ken’ 


7 


Kaus, Wittsam, Dover, Draper. July 10. Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
Eunort, Joux, Wilsden, Yorks, Draper. July 23. Hutchinson & Son, Bradford 
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FostEs, Daviw Hewm, Pocklington, Yorks, Agricultural Engineer. July 11. Robson, 


a. James, Liverpool, Baker. June 27. Rudd, Liverpool 
Gasket, Jou, Preston, Farmer. June 19. Edelston & Sons, Preston 
Hanris, Georce, Northolt, Doctor of Laws. Sept 2. Allward, Furnival’s inn 


Hoxsecu, Lucy Pll phi hag DE, eo a Hall, Warwick. July 14. Littledale & Lefroy, 
King’s Benc’ 
HorsFie.pD, Joun eee Roti Setkerhem, July 6. Pashley & Hodgkinson, Rotherham 


Horton, Saran, Birmingham. July 4. Bloxham & Co, Birmingham 
Jouxson, Francis Wittiams, Stockport, Solicitor. July 14. Johnson & Johnsons, Stock- 


Jouns. Owns, Bagillt, Flint, Gent. July 4. Bromley, Holywell 
Lees, Mantua Guest, Maidstone, Schoolmistress. July 10. Nisbet & Daw, Lincoln’s 


Listen, Haxxas, Dewsbury. July 4. Blakesley, Dewsbury 

Maces, Tuomas, Norwich, Harness Maker. July 1. Clabburn, Norwich 

Maruer, Witt1am, Southport, Hawker. June 30. Balshaw & Hodgkinson, Bolton 
Mittwanp, Saran, Halifax. July 6. Boocock, Halifax 


Mocarra, ABRanHAM pe Marros, Gloucester sq, Hyde Park, Esq. July1. Tatham & 
Lousada, Old Broad st 

Morey, Henry Hore, Launceston, Cornwall, Esq. July 15. Phelps & Co, Gresham st 

Nuys, Crumpton Jonny, Paternoster row, Merchant. Sept 30. Phelps & Co, Gresham st 

O’Rionpay, Henry, Longsight, Manchester, Clerk in Holy Orders. June 30. Dixon & 
Linnell, Mancheste: iter 

OTLEY, CAROLINE, Fulwood rd, Sheffield. July 10. .Webster & Styring, Sheffield 

Payne, Humparey WILLIAM, Kentish Town rd, Tobacconist. Juiy 10. Chamberlayne, 

coln’s inn fields 

Perry, Jouy, Colchester, Gent. June 27. Prior, Colchester 

Powett, Tuomas, West Croydon, Surrey. June 30. Layton, Windsor 

Srecar, Epwarp, Liverpool, Gent. June 27. Rudd, Liverpool 

SawTELL, Ricuarp, Goldhawk rd, oe Bush, Meat Salesman. July 8. Wright & 
Pilley, Bedford row and 

SHELDON, OHN, Bromsgrove, Sd Gent. June 24. Horton, Bromsgrove 

SxoTrowE, NicHoLas JOSEPH, Liner nga Wells, retired Captain in P and O Co. June 
30. Ryott & Grocell, Newcastle on Tyne 

Switu, Cuar_es Greson, Wakefield, Saddler. July 27. Maitland, Wakefield 

Srraneways, Harriet Ann, Ashcott, Somerset. July 15. Poole & Son, Bridgwater 

Srecnssee, Wituiam Georce, Priory rd, Kilburn, Gent. June 30. Dod & Co, Ber- 
ners 

Tompson, ‘Tuomas, Liverpool, Gent. July 1. Evans & Co, Liverpool 

TonyELLIER, AnGetE, Villeblevin, Yonne, France. July 1. Abrahams & Co, Old 
Jewry and Paris 

Ussner, Hamiiron O’Brien, Regent st, Captain in Gordon Highlanders. June 30. Carr 
& Martin, Gt Tower st 

‘Wesster, SAMUEL, Tadcaster, Yorks, Esq. July 3. Nelson & Co, Leeds 


Weir, Mary Haynan, Kensington Park rd. July 14. Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 


Werneratv, Tuomas, Redcar, Yorks, Cab Proprietor. June 11. Stillman & Booth, 
Bishop Auckland 
London Gazette.—Fnrivay, June 5. 


A.ies, Harriet, Cheltenham. July 6. Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 

Arp.etoy, James, Prescot, Lancs, Painter. July 4. Cross, Liverpool 

Austex, Si.as, Guildford, Surrey, Gent. June 24. Durbidge, Guildford 

Banrixe, Tuomas Curves, Grafton st, Esq, M.P. August1. Wragg, Gt St Helens 





Beyyert, ‘Wasa, Honiton, Devon, retired Commission Agent. July 20. Every, 

Bietuyy, — eg rd, Acton, retired Ironmonger. August 1. Hunter & Davies, 

Brocketbank, Eviza Mary, Grove park, Kent. July 1. Newbon & Co, Wardrobe place, 
Doctors’ Commons 


Cc it Hon. C Dover 15. 
LAUD ¥.. 54 P teens Rosert, Baron Truro, st, Piccadilly. July 


Draxe, Axx, Everingham, Yorks. June 27. Price, Sutton Coldfield 

Exton, Josern Watrer, Leicester, Licensed Victualler. July 17. Billson, Leicester 

Fiercner, Mary Exizaperu, Banbury, Oxon. July1. J. & A. Bright, Nottingham 

Gitterr, Any, Lytham, Lanes. July 18. W. & J. Cooper, Preston 

a, Davip, Walton West, Pembs, Farmer. June 27. Davies & Co, Haverford- 

Hath, Jouan, Southwark Bridge rd, Esq. July 2. Freshfields & Williams, Bank 

Hammoyp, Bexsamiy Tuomas, Grafton st, Mile end, Gent. June 30. Forbes, Londow 
Fenchut and Bow 

Heves, Many, Bi , Lanes. July 3. Cross, Liverpool 

Hint, Witi1am, Curtis rd, Upton Cross, retired Beerhouse Keeper. Augi. Rawlings, 

Hitrox, Wiit1au, Langley, nr Macclesfield, Silk Manufacturer. July 29. Hand, 


Hopextiy, Tuomas Tama, Scarborough, Esq. July 18. Wheatly & Co, New inn, Strand 
Kay, Socoes Harcreaves, Moss Side, Manchester, Gent. June 16. Bowden & Walker, 


Kiser, Many Any, Lewesrd, Brighton. July 10. Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
Kino, Atrrep, Winchester, Draper. July 1. Bailey & White, Winchester 
Lavuxpox, W1.114M, Leicester, Chemical Manure Manufacturer. June 18. J & 8 Harris, 


Leicester 

Massey, Isaac, Nottingham, Esq.,M.D. Septi1. Shaw, Derby 

Mavupe, Jutia Cuan.orrs, Belgrave rd, Pimlico. July 10. Maudes & Tunnicliffe,. 
Arandel st, Victoria Mesbenkenent.” . 

Mery, Frepericx a a rd, Fulham, C.B., — oe Soot of Madras Native 
Infantry. Lewin & Co, Sou 

MirtcuE tt, — Notts, Gent. July 8. Moss, STpuehborough 

Nicxoiis, Wit11aM, Clifton, Bristol, Gent. June 30. Laxton, Bristol 

Owen, Exizasetn, Abergele, Denbigh. August 1. Needham & Co, Manchester 

P.ixptrox, Epwarp, South Lambeth rd. July 6. Greenbank, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

P.iummen, Georce, Thame, Cxon. June 20. Aylen, Gray’s inn sq 

weneh, uses Pui, Tibberton Court, Glos, Esq. July 1. Hannan-Clark & Bayton, 

Reyxoups, Josern, Diggle, Saddleworth, Yorks, Gent. July 8. Drake, Huddersfield 

Suakesprar, Saran, Dudley. July 6. Pointon, Birmingham 

Saira, Micnart Witiiam, C B, Hove, Brighton, General in H M’s Service. Aug I- 
‘Davies, Sherborne lane = 


vies, 
core Manoanerra Exizasetu, Wavertree, nr Liverpool. Augi. Newman & Kent, 
Tav.tor, Samvet Epwarp, Bristol, Lieutenant Colonel in the Auxiliary Forces. July 14- 
Pomeroy, Bristol 
Toy, —_—- Wit.iams, Wilmslow, Chester, Gent. July 4. Bromley, Ashton under 
yne 
Vom Exizasetu, Southborough, nr Tunbridge Wells. Aug 8. Usherwood, 


Wurryart, Arruvr Wri.1a, Birkdale, Lancs, Brewer. July 18. Parr & Co, Southpat 
Winpows, Jony, Lowton, Lanc:, Gent. July 3. Widdows, Manchester 

Witiams, Georer, Scorrier House, Cornwall, Esq. July 1. Tyacke, Helston 
Woorroorre, Cuar.orre, Well walk, Hampstead. Augi. Crawley & Co, Whitehall pl’ 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. ee 


London Gazette.—Frivay, June 12. 


Asnuisa, Wittiam Trusroy, Manchester,, Journeyman 
Joiner Nottingham Pet June9 Ord June 9 

Baiyes, Tuomas, ingham, — panes Assist- 
ant Bradford Pet Junes Ord Jun 

Bower, Exvten, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Milliner 
Huddersfield Pet JuneS Ord June 8 

Brown, Antoun Wituram, Fulham rd, Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet June8 Ord June8 


Naytor, James Dawson, Aldi 


Pet June 9 Ord June 9 


Junes8 Ord June 8 

Crarke, Wittram Suakesreane, Liverpool, Printer Liver- 
pool PetJune6 Ord June 9 

Coiuins, Jouxn Frevenic, Eastleigh, Southampton, Grocer 
Southampton Pet June9 Ord June 9 

Coxyxor, Perer, Liverpool, Metal Merchant Liverpool Pet 
May 13 Ord June8 

Corcayb, Witttam, Neweastle on Tyne, House Decorator 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June8 Ord June8 

Dvtrroyx, Maria, lesmere Port, Cheshire, late Grocer Ord June 10 
Birkenhead Pet June9 Ord June 9 


Pet June 10 Ord June 10 
Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 


master Cardiff Pet June9 Ord June 9 e9 Ord June 9 
Gamers, Joux, Church st, Westminster, Engineer High Teoma Davin, Liangadock, 
Court Pet Mar 18 Ord Apr 27 Victualler Carmarthen 
Greenway, Francis Tuomas es Monumental Mason | Tixvauy, Harey, Leicester, 
Ipswich Pet June9 Ord June 9 cester 
Guryey, Cuances, Gt Chapel st, Westminster, Licensed | Townsenp, Isaac, 
- won High Court” Pet June Ord June 9 a w Sarees oe oe 4 
ePWwoRTH, ALYRED, Dewsbury, Woollen per ws- ALKER, R ¢, 
Pet June i0 Ord June 10 Court 13, Ord June 


32 
Samet Josuru Sisson, West Hartlepool, Painter Sun- | Ware, Old rs St oa Furniture Dealer High Court | bo Joux Epw1 


derland Pet Juneé Ord June 6 


ae James Austriy, Moss Side, 


s eoper Salford "Pet May 2%’ Ord June 8 — 
RECEIVING ORDERS. Miwaxe, W Hf V, New Bond st, High Court Pet Dec 19 | 


Farmer Ulverston Pet April 25 “Ord June 8 
Newserry, Grorce, South Norwood, 


Oakey, Joun Gress, late of W: 
facturer Walsall Pet JuneS Ord June 10 
Raprorp, A.trrep James, Bury St Edmunds, Butcher | Costetito, James Howe, Northampton, Refredunent 
Cuampers, Joun Tuomas, Salford, Contractor Leeds Pet Bury 8t Edmunds Pet June 6 Ord Junes tractor 
Rivett, Joun Ricnarp, Caledonian rd, Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet May 20 Ord June 10 
Sansom, Wittiam, Nottingham, 


Suirnen, Bayan Wittiam, Luton, Beds, Draper Luton | June 24 


Srence, James, Halifax, Tailor Halifax Pet June 10 | | Fraxns, 
2. 


Pet June 9 Ord June 10 


AH, Hair Bower, Ettey, 
Bet June 3” Ord Ord June 22at3 Haigh & 


Ces Jouy, 
7, Herthosd ate 


nr Huddersfield, Milliner 
Solicitors, New st, Hud- 
, Baker June 23 at 12 Of 
| Cummian Joux Tuomas, Contractor June 22 at: 
nr Ulverston, Lanes, | 12 yg Penntnty Lond ig 
| Crosre, Lavrence Woops 
Financial 


Auctioneer Croydon | Agent June 22 ous 33, ©. Lincoln's. 


inn fields 
alsall, Horse Collar Manu- | | Couurss, Joux Frevenric, Eastleigh, Southampton, Grocer 
Ree, 4, East st, = = 


June 24 at 10.30 Off 

a June 2 at4 County dane Northonp- 

| Comune, hw James, Walsall, Collar Maker July 
Off Rec, Walsall 


pe Wiss, W: cresent, Maida Vale: 
at ll Portugal st, Lincoln's 


Brushmaker Nottingham 


inn 
Soaye, Epwarp Hewsry, soutien, Builder Portsmouth | Fravyecis, a ree, Milliner June 2 at 2 


oe Leather Merchant June 23 at. 
ene Father Mer 


30 33, Carey 
Swagst, Davin Jexxiys, and Resecca Swaxrse, Bishops Greexw aX, Francis Tuomas, Ipswich, Monumental Mason: 
Evans, Joun, Coychurch Higher, nr <5 oy Glam, School- gate st Within, Cigar Merchants High Court 


June 23 at 12.30 Off Ree, Princes st, 


Ipswich 
| ee aecane, Se Grocer June 25 af 


pa'Toneg Ont Tunes 
‘et June 6 une Hoi Jouyx St ANLEY hme ‘Winuiam Hamers a - 
holesale Confectioner Nort Coach Builders June 2 at 


Sy. 
nw 
Manufacturer Leicester | | unin, Mow EL, Clacton Seu, Essex, Spinster June 2" 


2.15 
peessnntite Salesman High | Jarvis, Joux Axprew, Dartford, Kent, U; June: 
y. pholsterer 


The, 
TLUAM JErrersox, K 
Watchmakers June 23 Bat i Oa hea, 


Horrevt, Grorce Henny, St George’s rd, Leyton, Bed- Wasgtnts _ th ooetoll, Sussex, Brickmaker Brighton | arte Sete 
ding’ Manufacturer High Court Pet May 14 Ord Tot June 10 Ord June 10 | Kus) Wi late Innkeeper June 23 at 12: 
J ge A Dartford, K Upholsterer va tet Jak Ord “oe | egy Mitcham, Surrey, 
ARvIs, Jonn ANDREW, ent, 0) une une Karen, est CHARLES, , 
Rochester Pet June 8 Ord June 8 Wait, + ame Salford Pet June Builder June 22 at 12.39 sg a 3 
Jerrery, Samuxn, Wrexham camiy ~Boot Dealer June 


Wrexham Pet June 9 Ord June 9 


MEETINGS. 
Keyt, Wictiam, Ipswich, late Innkeeper Ipswich Pet " Aaron, Moss, e .. rd, Southwark, Furniture Dealer 


June 9 Ord June 9 


don 
Leconts, Falham rd June 25 at 12 33, Carey st, 


Lincoln's 
June 22 at 11 33, st, Lincoln's inn fields LichTenstery, venue June 25 at 
KixasLanp, Tuomas, Chilhum, Kent, Grocer Canterbury | Barvgs, Thomas, itaoningbat, Bradford, Grocer’s Assist- u Care a Leela ey = 


Pet June8 Ord June 8 


Lewis, Srevney, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff Pet | Best, Wi.ciam, Leeds, Wi 
June 9 Ord June 9 Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Maney, James, Darlington, Draper Stockton on Tees and  Bonas, Joux, Bedworth, W: 
Middlesborough Pet Junes Ord June 8 | turer 





ant June 23 at3 Reo, 31, Manor row, Bradford Livesey, 
‘arehouseman facturer 


» Warwickshire, == Maaufao- 
June 22 at 12 Off Reo, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 


July leat 1 Eachange Hotel, Nichokee st, 


Mreyz, Farvsricx Lovrs Panuar, Wi Pork Buteher 
abe Tp et ti Oa Wee Bond teres Wakeman 


June atl Of 
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aa meer 8 rg if Ree, nr Maidstone, Schoolmistress 

25 at 3 eek st, Maidstone 

clave Bethnal Green. Cabinet Maker 

st, Lincoln's i = fields 

Noap, Hexry Cues est Norwood, Surrey, Surgeon 
June 19 at 3 24, Railway approach, London I Bridge 

Painter, WiLL1AM Cuarves, James st, Westbourne terce, 

House Keeper June 23 at 11 33, Carey st, 

Lincoln’s inn fields 

Pitts, Wrmu1am cy rit Sheffield, Hosier June 23 at 3 

Figtree lane , Sheffield 

AE Powe. A Co, Swindon, Wilts, Manufacturers of the 
M June 19 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Lincoln’s on fields 

Rosixson, Horace, Criterion bldgs, Tottenham, Pork 
Butcher June 19 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 

le avenue 

Rowe, Watrer, Croydon, Surrey, Butcher June 22 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bri 

Sxowpoy, Joux Butiarp, Southwold, Suffolk, Oilman 
July 13 at 10.30 Lovewell Blake, Gt Yarmouth 

Soans, Epwarp Henry, Southsea, Builder June 24 at 4 
Off Rec, Cambri Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Spence ames, Halifax, Tailor June 20at11 Off Rec, 


Srocks, Witram, Leeds, Manufacturing ge aaa 
June 21 at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Srusrey, Cuaries Hessev, Eccleston, Lancs, Miller June 
19 at 2.30 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Tuomas, Heyry, Pontardulais, Glam, Grocer June 19 at 12 
Off 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

Tuomas, Wanan Aberbeeg, a, Mon, Farmer 
June 22 at 12 Off Rec, “Merthyr Tydti 

Tuss, Estuer, Camberley, Surrey, Faison June 19 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, Lond -n Bridge 

TurveRr, Grorce, Hammerwich, Staffs, Station Master 
July 1 at 11.30 Off Re>, Walsall 

Vausuay, pen Ba Lewis, Little Sampford Rectory, Essex, 

in firm of Wine Merchants June 24 at 11 33, 

Cuey st, Lincoln’s inn 

WALEKLIN, A.rrep Joux, Woolwich, Insurance Agent 
June 19 at 12.30 21, Railway app, London Bridge 

Wetton, Cares, Southsea, Furniture Dealer June 
2t at 4.30 Off lec, Cambridge Junction, High st, 


Portsmouth 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aarox, Moss, London rd, Southwark, Furniture Dealer 
High Court Pet April 28 Ord June 9 

Appisoy, James Gray, Rye lane, Peckham, Greengroger 
High Court Pet May 14 Ord June 9 

— SS s, Witt1aM, late Thorold rd, ford High Court 


—_ 24 Ord June 9 

ASHLING, —_ Trustox, Manchester, Journeyman 
Joiner = 2a June9 Ord June 9 

Batyes, Tuomas, ham, Bradford, Grocer’s Assis- 
tant Bradford une8 Ord June 9 

Boeoia, Percy, Sandeste, Kent Canterbury Pet Mar 6 
Ord June 9 


Cuampers, Joun Tuomas, Salford, Contractor Leeds Pet 
June 8 June 8 
CuiLps, Tuomas, Littichampton Sussex, Stationer Brigh- 
ton Pet May 21 Ord June 10 
Cotiiss, Joun slag Eastleigh, Southampton, Grocer 
tham) June 9 Ord June 9 
Bridgend, Glam, 


Evans, Jouy, "Gardnrcs Higher, nr 


Schoolmaster Caré Cardiff Pet June 9 Ord June 9 
Gorse, James Durty, ps gmen Coal Merchant 
N m Pet May 23 Ord June9 


GoswetL, Frank, Carter lane, Doctors’ Commons, Licensed 
Victualler h Court Pet June5 Ord June 9 
Greenway, Feancis Tuomas, Ipswich, Monumental Mason 
Ipswich Pet June9 Ord June 9 

Gurney, Cuasces, Great Chapel st, Westminster, Licensed 
Victualler Court Pet June9 Ord June 9 

it Lawrence, nr Ramsgate, Blacksmith 

May 4 Ord June 9 

Howes, Josern Sissox, West Hartlepool, Painter 
derland Pet June6é Ord June 6 

Horner, Georce Heyry, St George’s rd, Leyton, Bedding 
Manufacturer High Court Pet May 14° Ord June 10 

Axsprew, Dartford, Kent, 

Pet JuneS Ord June 8 

Kest, ped gg Ipswich, late Innkeeper Ipswich Pet 
June 9 Ord June 9 

Kixostasn, Tuomas, Chilham, Kent, Grocer Canterbury 


Haypos, Hesry, 

terbury : 
Sua- 
Upholsterer 


Jarvis, Joun 





une 6 Ord June 8 
Lea, Heyry Waicut, Hastings, Lodging house Keeper 
Hastings Pet June3 Ord June 8 
Lewis, Srernenx, Cardiff, Coal Merchant Cardiff Pet 
June9 Ord June 9 
Lacutenstety, 8., Grittleton rd, Elginavenue High Court | 
Pet May 5 June 9 | 


Masey, Janes, Darlington, Draper Stockton on Tees and 

et JunesS Ord Junes8 

Misoy, Exizaperu Susanyau, Middlesborough, Hair- | 
dresser Middles' ugh Pet June2 Ord Junes 

Met, James Austin, Mi 938 Side, nr Manchester, Shopkeeper 
Salford Pet May 2i Ord June 10 

Rowe. © ee a a Surrey, Butcher Croydon Pet 


Sansom, Wittiam, ‘Nottingham, Brushmaker Nottingham 
Pet June10 Ord June 1 

Scort, Rosert Hexry, Bralley Fold, nr Bolton, Calico 
Printer Manchester Pet May 13 Ord June 8° 

Gams, are Hewsry, Southsea, Builder Portsmouth 


une9 Ord June 9 
PRB Gronce, pean Florist Portsmouth Pet 
Junei Ord June 
Tasker, Taomas, Dartmouth Park Dartmouth Park, 
Corn Merchant High Court Pet May 25 Ord June 10 


Tuomas, Davin, ik, Carmarthenshire, Licensed 
Victualler “eaten Pet Juneé Ord June 8 
Tuogypesy, Joux Russei., Macks rd. , Paint 

fan eae gg Pet June 3 Ord une 9 
Ticuiaz, Caro, ts) lent of 

High Court Pet June 4 Ord June 10 
Townsexp, = oy , Shoe Manufacturer Leices- 
Pet June9 Ord June 10 





ter 
Vesey, Evwanrv, Uttoxeter am Grocer Burton on 
Trent Pet June3 Ord 





Waker, Heyry, Bi Engineer Birmingham 
Pet June6 Ord June 9 

Watxurs, Atrrep Jony, Woolwich, Insurance Agent, 
Greenwich Pet April 27 Ord June 2 

Wetroy, Cuarves, Southsea, Furniture Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet June9 Ord June9 


London Gazette—Turspay, June 16. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Bet, James Epwarp, Leeds, Shopfitter’s Manager Leeds 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Bitiineton, Joun, Dalton in Furness, Boot Dealer Ulvers- 
ton and Barrow in Furness Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

Biturss, Ji pears Epw wase, Hanworth rd, Hounslow, Builder 
Brentford Ord June 9 

Cotiiys, ALFRED,  herkiameten Herts, Plumber Aylesbury 
Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Cotwitt, JonarHay, Halworthy, Cornwall, ne 
East Stonehouse Pet May 28 Ord Junel 

Coox, Tuomas, Barrow on Soar, Leics, kad Leicester 
Pet May 29 Ord June 12 

Correre.t, Joun, Hereford, Insurance Agent Hereford 
Pet June13 Ord June 13 

DaruinG, Rozvert, Scarborough,Grocer Scarborough Pet 
June 13 Ord "June 13 

Drury, Tuomas Witson, Kirton in Lindsey, Lines, Shoe- 


maker Great Grimsby Pet June 12 -Ord June 12 
Feaver, WitttAm Henry, Kingston, R cassie Grocer 
Portsmouth Pet’ June 10 June 1 


Frower, GrorGe Ropert He re, Woodhall, Lines, Baker 
Lincoln Pet June12 Ord J 

Foot, Hexry Bonn, Cavendish, Suffolk, Silk Manufacturer 
Cambridge Pet May 27 Ord June 13 

a Tuomas, Wellingborough, Boot Maker North- 
ampton Pet Juneil Ord June 11 

Green, James, High Knowles in Lees, Ashton under Lyne, 
Journeyman Brush Manufacturer Ashton under Lyne 
Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

Guryry, ALrrep Haturpay, and Eowarp WILLIAM JENKINS, 
Lime st, India Commission Merchants High Court 
Pet June13 Ord June 13 

Bradford, 


Harvwick, Joseph Waces, Manningham, 


a Manufacturer Bradford Pet June 13 Ord 
une 1 
Harpy, W A & Co, Nottingham, Timber Merchants Not- 


tingham Pet Apr 15 ‘Ord June 10 

Hixi, Eowarp May, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn, Solicitor 
High Court Pet May 20 Ord June 12 

Hinvus, Grorce, Kingston, Surrey, Tailor Kingston Pet 
May 29 Ord June 11 

Horrox, WintiaM PRESTON, _ Sane, Butcher Leftester 
Pet June 12 Ord June 1 

Hoskine, Sarau Any, a Yorks, ae Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June 11 Pet Junel 

Hurst, Jony, Leigh, Lanes, Pork Butcher Bolton Pet 
June li Ord June ll 

Larkiy, Eocar Avserr Cooper, Hoath, Kent, Engineer 
Canterbury Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

LEADBEATER, Joun, Hulme, Lancs, Watchmaker Man- 
chester Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Marssey, Henry James, Lime st, Tobacconist High Court 
Pet June li Ord June 13 

Metior, WittiAmM GzorGr, Glossop, Derbyshire, Confec- 
tioner Ashton under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet June 
11 Ord June 11 

Merra.t, Georer, Leicester, Baker 
11 Ord June 11 

Mircuett, Witu1am, Plymouth, Journeyman Painter 
East Stonehouse Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Moore, Frepericx Cuaries, Gt Waltham, Essex, Plumber 
Chelmsford Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Outs, Georce, Kingswood hill, Glos, Tailor Bristol Pet 
June 11 Ord June 12 

Pace, CHARLES Freperick, Norwich, Tobacconist Norwich 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Prout, Witt1am, Woodland rd, New Southgate, Edmonton 
Builder Edmonton Pet Feb 6 Ord June 9 

Rice, Epwarp Wi.1aM, Ditchling, Sussex, Gent Lewes 
and Eastbourne Ord June 9 

Rowse t, 8. M., Copthall _ Stockbroker High Court 


Leicester Pet June 


Pet April6 Ord June 1 
Savace, ANDREW a, te of Hulme, Manchester, 
Broker Manchester Pet June12 Ord June 12 


Scupamore, Witt1aAmM Hupert, Pontypridd, Glam, Butcher 
Pontypridd Pet June 11 ‘Ord June 11 

Ssowpoy, Tuomas Jouy, North Shields, Manufacturing 
Confection2r Neweastle on Tyne Pet June 12 Ord 
June 12 

Tayior, Jouxn, Weaste, Salford, Estate Agent Salford 
Pet March 10 Ord June 12 

Trick, Joux, Swansea, Blacksmith Swansea Pet June 11 
Ord June 11 

Wiis, Roperick Lioyp, Aintree, nr Liverpool, Corn 
Factor Liverpool Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apranuams, Joux, Mile End rd, Grocer June 26 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Aytox, Epwarp, Southwick st, Hyde Park, Surgeon Den- 
tist June 30 at 11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Carsry, Henry, Romford rd, Stratford, Builder June 29 


at 11 33, Carey st, Lineoln’s inn tields 

Carter, Joseph Henny, Great Queen st, Lincoln’s inn 
ffelds, Picture Dealer June 30 at 2.30 33, Carey st, 
Lincoin’s inn fields 


Cuargke, WILLIAM SHAKESPEARE, Live ae Printer June 
25 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, verpool 

Couey, Putuip, Leeds, Tanner June 25 atll Off Rec, 22. 

row, 

Cook, THOMAS, Barrow in Soar, Leics, Joiner June 24 at 3 
Of Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

D’ ALAVESE, t "M., Camden rd June 29 at 12 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Davies, J@ux, Llanwrda, Carmarthenshire, Butter Mer- 

chant June 23 at 12 Otf Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Harrisox, Jous, Canterbury, Tobacconist June 24 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

Hieas, Joux, Ammanf ord, Ciennestbindidee, Draper June 
23at11 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Hinst, Joux, Di 2wsbury, late ablican June 23 at 3 Off 
Ree Bauk chmbrs, Batley 


33, Carey st, 





Howes, Joseru Seniiinn; ‘W Hartlepool, Painter June 25 at 4 
Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Huaues, Arruvr, Plymouth, Clerk in Hely Orders June 
24at11 10, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Hurst, Joux, me he Lancs, Pork Butcher June 24 at 11 
16, Wood Iton 

Jerrs, Epwarp James, Langham st, Portland pl, Furrier 
June 26 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Junaway, NATHANIEL Grises, Newbold on Stour, Wores, 
Miller June 26 at3 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Jenkins, Joun, Liverpool, Fancy Draper June 26 at 3 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Kines.tann, Tuomas, Chilham, Kent, Grocer 
Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 

Ler, Hersert James, Aldermanbury, Woollen Merchant 
June 30 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Ler, Tuomas, Brighton, Tailor June 23 at 2.30 Off Ree, 
D4, Railway app, London Bridge 

Markuam, James, Kiog’s Heath, King’s Ni rton, Worcs, 
Draper June 26 at 12 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Mert, James Austixn, Moss Side, nr Manchester, Shop- 
keeper June 23 at 2.30 Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Bridge st, Manchester 

MERRALL, Gerorae, Leicester, aged June 24 at 12 Off 
Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leiceste 

NEwrTon, Henry Noursr, formerly of St Albans July 1 at 

Glam, 


ll 33, y st, Lincoln’s inn field: 

NICHOLAS, Marcaret, Ystrad, Rhondda, Boot 
Dealer June23at 11 Off Ree, Merthyr Tydfil 

Pui.uirs, Joun Houiies, Nock’s Fold, Netherton, Worcs, 
Licensed Victualler June 26 at 2 Off Rec, Dudley 

Raprorp, Atrrep James, Bury St Edmunds, Butcher 
June 26 at 12 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Ryay, CAROLINE Ricuarps, Grassendale, nr Liverpool 
ie Proprietor June 25at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria 
st. 

Sanpers, James, Birmingham, Tailor 
Colmore rd, Birmingham 

Snipson, Jous, Smalithorne, Staffs, General Furnisher 
June 23 at 2.30 Off Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Taytor, Herserr Cuaries, jun, Phillimore grds 
26 at11 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Tuomrsoy, Artruur, Birmingham, Bedding Manufacturer 
June 26 at 11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

TuornserG, Joux Russert, Macks rd, Bermondsey, Paint 
Manufacturer June 29 at 2.30 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 
inn fields 

Ticu1az, Canto, York rd, Southend, Superintendent of 
Cargoes July 1 at 12 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

TINDALL, Harry, Leicester, Wholesale Confectioner June 
23at12 Of "Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Tow NSEND, - AAC, Leicester, Shoe Manufacturer 
at3 Of Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 

Trick, Joux, Swansea, Blacksmith June 24 at 12 Off 
Rec, 97, Oxford st, Swansea 

WaAkE, GeorGE Witt am, Moseley, King’s Norton, Worcs, 

Builder June 24 at 11 25, Colmore’ row, Birmingham 

Wiis, Epwiy, Wolstanton, Staffs, Potter's W: ‘arehouse- 
man June 23 "at 4 Off Ree, Newcastle under Lyme 

Wit omy Hewry, Salford, Calenderer June 23at3 Off 

Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Waicut, Tom As, Chertsey, Surrey, Corndealer 
11.45 24, Railway approach, London Brid; ge 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ayrton, Epwarp, Southwick st, Hyde park, Sage Den- 
tist High Court Pet May 8 Ord June 1 

BE, JAMES Epwarp, Leeds, Shopfitter’s Ree Leeds 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Bititrvetroy, Jony, Dalston in Furness, 
Ulverston and Barrow in Furness Pet June 11 
June 11 

Bower, Exitex, Milnsbridge, nr Huddersfield, Milliner 
Hudderstield Pet Junes8 Ord June 11 

Browy, Arruur Wit.iam, Fulham rd, bares Dealer 
High Court Pet June8 Ord June 1 

CLARKE, WituiaAM SHAKESPEARE, | ey 
Liverpool Pet June6 Ord June 11 

CorrereLL, Joun, Hereford, Insurance Agent Hereford 
Pet June 13 Ord June 13 

Darina, Rosert, Scarborough, Grocer Scarborough 
June 13 Ord June 13 

Drury, Tuomas Witsox, Kirton in Lindsey, Lines, Shoe- 
maker GtGrimsby Pet Junell Ord June 12 

Feaver, Witi1Am Henry, Kingston, Hants, Grocer Ports- 
mouth Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Fiower, GeorGe Rospert Henry, Woodhall, Lines, Baker 
Lincoln Pet June12 Ord June 12 

Freeman, Tuomas, Wellingborough, ame Maker North- 
ampton Pet June ll ord June 1 

Harpwick, Josern WaGeEr, he ob Bradford, Brush 
Manuf: ‘acturer Bradford Pet June 13 Ord June 13 


June 24 at 10 


June 24 at 12 25, 


June 


June 23 


June 23 at 


Boot Dealer 
Ord 


Printer 


Pet 


Hices, Joux, Ammanford, Carmarthenshire, Draper Car- 
marthen Pet June4 Ord June 11 

Hircuixs, James Epwarp, Bradford, Grocer Bradford 
Pet May 30 Ord June 10 

—“~3" Wansen Preston, Leicester, Butcher Leicester 
Pet June9 Ord June 10 

HoskinG, Saran Ann, Beverley, Yorks, Milliner Kingston 
upon Pet June 11 Ord June 11 

How, Jous, St James st tow, Builder Kigh 
Court Pet May 8 Ord June 12 

Hurst, Jouy, ‘h, Lancs, Pork Butcher Bolton Pet 


June 11 ‘ond une 11 

Jones, James, Leicester, Draper Jeicester Pet May 16 
Ord June 9 

Juss, Wittiam Hewry, ae, Commission Agent 
Sheffield Pet March 28 e 12 

Keays, Frepexicx Lovett, Charles st at, Bt gry 8, Solici- 
tor High Court Pet ee I 13 Ord June 1 

Lawrence, R. Hotel ropole, Novthumberland 
avenue, Gent High Court Pet a April 21 Ord June 10 

Leapseater, Joux, Hulme, Lancs, Watchmaker Man- 
chester Pet June12 Ord June i2 

Merray, Georas, Leicester, Baker Leicester 

rd June 11 

Mircue yt, Wiiu1am, Plymouth, Journeyman Painter East 
Stonehouse Pet Junell Ord June 13 

Moons, Fraeverick Cuan es, Gt Waltham, Essex, ? lumber 
Chelmsford Pet June 12 Ord June 12 


Pet June9 
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Patmer, WILLIAM ita formerly Haymarket High 
Court Pet April 29 Ord June 10 
KE, Frepericx James, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet 
ey 8 Ord June 12 

Ryay, Carotixe Ricuarps, Grassendale, nr Taveged. 
School Proprietor Liverpool Pet May 22 Ord 
12 

Savace, AnpDREw~Enrnest, late of Hulme, Manchester, 
Broker Manchester Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Snowpon, Tuomas Joun, North Shields, ng ee | 
= Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 12 

une 

Scumprer, Herserrt, Alde te > Boot Dealer High 
Court Pet Feb4 Ord June 

SwakEBE, Davip Jenkins, and Reais Swakrse, Bishops- 
st Within, Cigar ar Merchants High Court Pet June 9 
Ord June 11 

TAYLOR, ey Kingswood, Glos, Boot Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet May 29 Ord June 12 

TINDALL, 4 Leicester, Wholesale Confectioner Leices- 
ter Pet June 8 Ord Juue 12 

Trick, Jonn, Swansea, Blacksmith Swansea Pet June 11 
Ord June 12 

VENNER, ne Plough rd, New Wandsworth, Wholesale 
= t andsworth Pet May 13 Ord 

une 3. 


Waker, Josern Tuomas, me Harrogate, Grocer York 
Pet May 25 Ord June 1 

‘WASSELL, ending Cowfold, tebit Brickmaker Brighton 
Pet June 10 Ord June 12 


*. The following amended notice is a for that 
published in the London Gazette of May 26. 


Kuyne, Ricnarp WIL.14M, Jarrow, p= Hatter New- 
castle on Tyne Pet May 22 Ord May 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


June 22.—Messrs. Futter & Fouuer, at the Mart, E.C., at 
2 o’clock, Leasehold Property (see advertisement, June 
18, p. 553). 

June 22.—Messrs. Huwsert, Sox, & Fuiint, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Property and Estate (see 
advertisement, June 6, p- 11). 

June 23. —Messrs. DEBEN HAM, Tewson, Farmer, & BripGe- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold and 
Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, June 6, 
pp. 4 and 5). 

June 23.—Messrs. Driver & Co., at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, — Ground-Rents (see advertisement, 
June 6 » B). 

June 24. essrs. Danie. Suitn, Son, & Oakey, at the 
Mart, E.C., at 1 for 2 o’clock, Freehold Residential Pro- 

perty and Estate (see adv: ertisement, June 6, p. 1). 

PR 24.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousrieLp oj the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Estate and Freehold Property 
(see advertisement, this week, p. 4). 

June 24.—Messrs. Epwix Fox ¢ BousFiexp, at the Mart, at 
2 o’clock, Freehold Ground-rents, Estate, and Property 
(see advertisement, June 6, p. 8). 

June 25.—Messrs. C.'C. & T. Moors, at the Mart, E.C., at 
2 o'clock, Freehold and Leasehold Houses (see advertise- 
ment, June 6, pp. 11 and 12). 

June 25.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & BripGe- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o clock, Freehold Invest- 
ments (see advertisement, June 6, p. 5). 

June 25.—Messrs. FAREBROTHER, Euus Cuiark, & Co., at 
the Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, Freehold Investment (see 
advertisement, ‘June 6, pp. 2 and 3). 

June 25.—Messrs. Hernia, Son, & Daw, at the Mart, E.C., 
at 1 o’clock, Freehold and ‘Leasehold Properties (see 
advertisement, June 6, p. 12). 

June 26.—Messrs. Baker & Sons, at the E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Freehold _ Leasehold Residences (see adver- 
ens June 6, np. 9) 

June 26.— ‘Messrs. ORTON, Trist, & Gitsert, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Properties (see advertisement, 
June 6, p. 11). 





The Subscription to the SouictTors’ JOURNAL is 
—Town, 26s.; Country, 28s.; with the 
WEEKLY REPORTER, 52s. Payment in advance 
include Double Numbers and Postage. Sub- 
scribers can have their Volumes bownd at the 
office—cloth, 2s, 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity in the Country, tt 
ts requested that application be made direct 
to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





ONEY. — Householders or 
desirous of obtaining immediate Advances upon their 
Furniture or other negotiable security are invited to call at 


the offices of the Gonsouioaren Sema, 43, Great Tower- 
street, E.C., and arrange ; of Sale —— 

out; no fees; the ~ glby HLF thout deduct 
genuine firm.—Address, Maxaczn.’ 


an old-established and 





PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Goxtpsmrrus anp Sriversmitus, 1 anp 2, GRACECHURCH-STREET, 
y to announce that they accuraTELY APPRAIsE the above for the 


Lonpon, E.C., beg re 


LEGAL Proression or puRcHASE the same for cash if desired. 


Established 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis of Battenberg, E.C.B. 





twenty years = ot ee ee 
ae ahedne s wenggpent Ags | Litigious matters with- 
out supervision; excellent mtg eth ng = 
Apply, E. A. M., oe ee, en ee 





ENERAL CLERK Wanted in “in Solicitor’s 
Office, capable of Condui Suits with or without 
supervision ; good knowledge of Regent, Cowes 
Witherby & Co., Corahill. —— 


M®. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
ag and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES. 
orally and Py oe eS the Tye and 
PRELIMIN TATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms ny £1 1s. F month. 
Many Portis HAVE TAKEN Hownovrs.—For further par- 

Soar oot eae a hen’s Commentaries ” 

d Criminal Law,” adi 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, ‘Manchester. 








HYSICIAN, living in healthiest suburb of 
London, only two es from Marble Arch, has a 
Vacancy for a ees, ial eS 


to patient’s re- 
quirements and al of illness, from three guineas 
weekly.—Address Puysicran, “ Solicitors’ Journal ”’ Office, 
27, Chancery-lane. 





HANCERY LANE.—Offices to be Let, 
suitable for every neon, and at moderate 
rents ; excellent light rooms; close to the Law Courts and 
all the principal offices ; hall porter in uniform; boy 
Inne Wee. boxes.—Apply to Cotiecror, 63, Chancery- 





r INCOLN’S INN FIELDS.—Suite of Five 
large, Fy ahs pe Offices to be Let; first floor, 


overlooking the gardens ; suitable for a firm of ‘solicitors or 

ers ; eb te aan, moderate rent; hall in 
uniform. —Apply at Cotiecror’s Orrice, 63, = 
lane, Wc. 





ISHOPSGATE STREET WITHIN (Close 

to — oo by order of Trustees, a very valuable 
Block oi , producing a gross contall of £1,615 
per annum. Ofte eld ior a long lease at a ground-rent. To be 
fond yf Lady in order to close up accounts.—Par- 
pong Ss rd Waker & Runrz, 22, Moorgate- 


REVERSIONS, ANNUITIES, LIFE 





THE : 
NATIONAL PROVINCIAL TRUSTEES AND 
ASSETS CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


Offices, 11, Queen Victoria-street, London, E.C. 


NINETEENTH CENTURY BUILDING 


SOCIETY, 
Adelaide-place, London. Bridge, EO. 


Directors : 
Henry WALDEMAR jaro J.P., Chairman. 





ga LONG, Manager. 





OLICITORS and Others will find excellent 
Cheap Offices to be Let, either singly or in pairs, at 
New Stone-buildings, Chancery-lane ; ibl 








SOLICITORS and Others.—A Solicitor 
Were ie beet os ee 
= to un ae ae, Busine ofa sal or Confidential 

J.C. H HE. core of Mens. eynall’ & Ly eS 

jane, W.C. 


HE few Offices in a prominent 
and well-known public ger 2 near the Law Courts, 
will be Let at moderate rents, with immediate 
rent from Midsummer ; ~ ay Oeeet oat , and £50 ; 
large hall for annual meeting porter in uniform ; 
boy eewhrty oncdagerem fay " Couuacton, 48, Chancery 


lane. 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE gs} MAKERS, 


a en 
» Se ee may the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


Corporation of London, &e. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law be) and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





LONDON and UNIVERSAL BANK, 


be | fies, eng ne eee 





[MPsei4L FIRE INSURANCE COM- 
PANY. 


Established 1803. 
Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Invested Funds over £1,600,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


BB tise LAW FIRE INSURANCE 
COMPANY, Limited. 
Offices—5, Lothbury, Bank, London, E.C. 











Weoprer werent 


Nepnemennperng pay 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales, and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 


(INSTITUTED 1858.) 





THE THIRTY-FIRST ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


“THE ALBION,” 


ALDERSGATE 


OF THIS ASSOCIATION WILL BE HELD AT 


STREET, LONDON, 


On FRIDAY, the 26th of JUNE, 1891, at Seven o'clock p.m. precisely. 


ROBERT CUNLIFFE, Esq. (President of the Incorporated Law Society) in the Chair, 





In the Unavoidable Absence of GRAY HILL, Esq. (Liverpool). 





Bernarp Anranams, Esq., London. 
W. J. D. Anprew, pat London. 
C. J. Brace, Esq., Cheadle. 
Wa. Frank Branpy, Esq., ee 
Gsrorce CHURCHER, Esq. 
H. Morren Corton, Esq, eke. 
Rozert CuNuirre, E , London. 
Grantuam R. Dopp, -» London. 
Esq., Cirencester. 
Lewis Emanvet, -, London. 
Lewis Fry, Esq., M.P., Bristol. 
H. E. Grrste, Esq., London. 

C. J. Groves, Esq., London. 


STEWARDS. 


W. H. Guest, Esq., London. 
Samvuet Harris, Esq., Leicester. 

B. F. Hawxsiey, Esq., London. 
Epwin Hencer, Esq., London. 

J. H. Hutsert, Esq., London. 

F. W. Insert-Terry, Esq., London. 
F. H. Janson, Esq., London. 
GrivuaM Keen, Esq., London. 
Frepx. Kent, Esq., London. 

Henry Kiwper, Esq., M.P., London. 
N. T. Lawrence, Esq., London. 

C. B. Marcerts, Esq., Huntingdon. 
Sir Tuomas Parvez, London. 2 
R. Pennincton, Esq., London. 


Wim M. Pyrxe, Esq., London. 
Tuos. Raw iz, Esq., London. 

T. Vavcuan Roserts, Esq., London. 
Henry Roscog, Esq., London. 

T. Sxewes-Cox, Esq., London. 
Srpney Smiru, Esq., London. 
Henry Sowron, Esq., London. 

A. F. W. Sreruens, "Esq., Chatham. 
T. H. Sreruens, Esq., Cardiff. 
Epwin T. Tapman, Esq., London. 
R. W. Tweepre, Esq., London. 

G. Brash Wueeter, Esq., London. 
Harry Woopwarp, Esq., London. 
J. T. Woopnovse, Esq., Hull 





H. 
M. Gwysyxe-Gairritn, "Esq. London. 
J. Guvepatta, Esq., London. 


Ricup. Prococx, Esq., Woolwich. 
T. J. Prrrrerv, Esq., London. 


R. T. Wrace, Esq., London. 





The Secretary will be happy to hear from gentlemen who are willing to add their names to the above list of Stewards. 
Early application for Dinner Tickets (25s. each), which may be obtained of any of the Stewards, or at the Offices of the Association, will oblige. 


9, Currvorp’s Inn, Lonvon, E.C. 


JAMES THOMAS SCOTT, Secretary. 








NORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


ESTABLISHED 


1ss6é6s6. 





LONDON: 1, Moorgate Street. 


ABERDEEN: 1, Union Terrace. 





ACCUMULATED FUNDS, £3,975,000. 





The PIFTY-FIFTH ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING of this Company was held within their house at 
Aberdeen on FRIDAY, the 12th JUNE, 1891, when the Directors’ Report was presented. 


The following is a summary of the report referred to :— 


FIRE DEP 
The PREMIUMS receiv 2 Se ee &. , shewing an increase of 
dan.ite Ite 4. over thoes 


The LOSSES amounted to £395,198 12s. 3d., or 58°9 per cent. of the premiums. 


LIFE DEP 
ge <p new assurances during the year reached in the 
655. These new assurances yiel annual premiums 


re hies 17s. "2 and single premi amoun to £650 186 
Fade 55 sesh fs pe ne aa 10d. 
to £139,990 136. 8d. 
ed Es QUINQUENNIAL 
most data used by th 
Tp grote been made on ee fay = may oe oe y the Company. 


» ae’ pects off whit belons to the shareholders, the 
In the Branch, the profits of which belong to the policy-holders, there is a 


ARTMENT. 
The EXPENSES OF MANAGEMENT (including commission to agents and charges of 
pee Bes fae came to £220,003 12s. 6d., or 32°8 per cent. of the premiums. After 
usual 33} per cent. of the premiums to cover liabilities under current 
San case ciseceneal £41,226 19s. 4d. 


ARTMENT. 


The EXPENSES OF MANAGEMENT (including commission) were limited to 10 per 
cent. of the iums received. 
of. B CH.—The sum of £17,099 13s. 2d. was received for annuities granted 


during 
The whole hole FUNDS of the Life Department now amount to £2,480,693 10s. 1d. 


INVESTIGATION. 
reserve fund (making the same £900,000); that the sum of £37,500 be transferred 
from the Non-} life e fund account to the profi fit and loss account; that the 
sum of £1,481 be transferred from the profit and loss account to the annuity fund ; 
that a further dividend of £1 5s. and a bonus of 15s. per share be paid in reapect of 
making the total distribution ae Se Fer Bee 
of £1 11s. per cent. per annum be declared upon the original 





£235,610. 
eee emma tt of the sharehold 
there is a of £1,481 
The having been unanimously ouiietions (emanest others) to the fol- 


effect were unanimously £50,000 be added to the fire 


LONDON BOARD 
Colonel ROBERT BARING. 
H. COSMO 0. PLEN e, Eeq., M.P. 


ERNEST CHAPL 
Sir PHILIP CURRIE, 
ALEX. P. FLETCHER HER, Bog, 


Secuzrany—H. E. WILSON. 


d by all policies in the Participation Branch current on 3ist December 
last, = the five years ending that date, with a further ve bonus, at the rate 
of £1 per cent. per annum upon all policies which shall claims before 3ist 
Deceusber, 1995. 

OF wt yh tg 
. HEUN GOSCHEN, Esq. 
Wa | E. HUBBARD, E 
FERDINAND M. HUT a, 
HENRY JAMES LUBBOCK Sq. 





Free Derantuzsnt—JAMES ROBB, Manager. 


WILLIAM WALKINSHAW, Esq. 
Live Derantment—THOS. H. COOKE, Actuary. 


General Manacer or Tue Company—JAS. VALENTINE. 
Copies of the report, with the whole accounts of the Company for the year 1890, may be obtained from any of the Company’s offices or agencies. 








